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ABSTRACT 

This three-part report provides an analysis of the 
Califorliia Bay Area Learning Center (BALC) • Part 1 provides (a) a 
network design to illustrat-e the major project components and -their 

i interrelationships, (b) a series of component descriptions listing 
the primary resources aud project activities, and (c) a list;, of 
project objectives. Part 2 examines the survey , conducted to ^determine 
the impact of izbe .project. This section discusse&> the purpose of the 
surveyr explains the types of information that 'were sought ind how, 
thre data were^ gathered, and summarizes the survey results, !part 3 /• 
contains a genera^ discussion of the results of the survey^ *and ' 
applies them to the following project ob]ectiv;eg: j(a) interdistrict/ 
participation on a regular basis by staff members m as many BALG* ; 
activities as desireij at either of the staff development centers^T^ gijid 

- (b) the .union and. involvement of parents, classroom teachers, and ; 
supportive district staff in program development in ord^r to meel:^ the 
needs of individual districts, schools, and pupils. This section Talso 
discusses the impact of the Student and Te.achej: Access to Resources 
'and Gaining Center (START).. The following two appendixes .j3ea ling* i % 
wit^li BALC and START are attached: (a) 1975 impact survey instrumeptls, 
and (b) tables of computer data. (JS) ' • / y \ 
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' PREFACE 



This report represents an ongoing effort in the external evaluation 
of IsHc National Teacher Center Pilot Project funded through the Bureau,^ 
of It^ducational Program Development of the U,S, Office of Education, This 
report, one of a four-volume set based on the work of the Evaluation 
Research Center (ERG) at the University of Virginia during fiscal year 
1975^ deals only with the Bay Area Learning Center in California. Th6 
Teacher Center efforts in Rhode Island and Texas are explored in Volumes 
II and III respectively, and a summary of all three projects is contained in 
Volume I, completing the four -volume document, Evaiuating the Teactier 

r 

. % 

Center Pilots: -The Third A nnual Report, 1974-1975 . ' 

The contents of this report are divided into four major areas: 

1. an up-to-date description of the Bay Area Learning 
Center (BALC) project and its objectives; ♦ . • 

2. a description of the methodology used'in conducting 
the survey, including its underl3ring rationale; 

3» the results of the impact survey, broken down according 
to educational positions of the respondents and their 
school ^stricts; 

4. a discussion of the results as they relate to the project 
objectives. 

A more detailed Sispiay of the survey results in included in the 
appendix* to this repis^t, the actual tables of computer data from the survey. 



I'tir-lher iril'urination regarding the B^y Area. Learning Center cati be 
obtained from the ICvalua'tion Research Center or from the Bay Area 
Learning Center itself.* 
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, CHAPTER 1 
BALC PROJECT DESIGN AND OBJ^ICTIVES 




The purpose of this chapter is to provide the readei; with 
a current hnd concise description of the Bay Area Learning 
Center. This entails first, a network design to illiistrate the 
major project components and their interrelationships, and, ' 
^second, a series of component descriptions which list in 
detail the primary resources and activities of the^project* 
The third and last part of the chapter includes the project 
objectives themselves- 

Th^ information contained in this section is based on 
documents collected from the Bay Area Learning Ce»ter (BALC) 
and the Evaluation Research Center'(ERC), These documents 
were carefully reviewed, analyzed and abstracted' by ERC 
staff members in order to produce an accurate description of 
^"project activities for this report,* 



PROJECT DESIGN ^ 

The' Bay Area Learning Center is a three-district consortium 



(3an Francisco, Oakjand and Berkeley) designed to provide and coordinate 
staff in-service -training opportunities in an effort to improve the quality 
Of instruction of urban students. In order to accomplish this goal, BALC 
s organized into three major components. The first' of these is a general 
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fy|ajor sources included: Bay Area Learning Center Activities at the 
j eacher Learning Center, Quarterly Report: September 1, 1974 through 

beniber 31, 1974o San Francisco, California; Evaluating the Four 
^^her Center-Pilots, The Second Annual Report, 1973-1974, The Bay 
^ 3ft:^ea Learning Center , Evaluation*Re search Center, Charlottesville, 
|^3t;^^inia, August 31, 1974; .Letter from John Favors to Malcolm 
"^H^^vus, discussing need/ to prioritize goals (C 259 BALC); and 
^^T^om memoranc^ frcxm BALC to constituents throughout the year. 




management component, '^Manage Project, " whose responsibilities 
include making policy decisions, maintaining community input, exercising 
risoul r(\sponsil)ilities, evaluating the proj^^ct, and coordinating the 
activities. The two other basic, components, which provide the bulk of 
actual services to the clients, are the coordination of teacher -trainit^g 
activities, "Coordinate Field-Based Staff Development Activities" and 
the operation of BALC programs, "Conduct BAJUC Programs", A network 
design of these components, depicting their functional interrelationship, is 
presented in Figure 1 on the following page** 

To coordinate training activities, BALC provides faur independent 
teacher -training centers with additional funding and management support. 
These centers are: (1) the Staff Development Center (SDC) in Berkeley; 
(2) the Teacher Learning Center (TLC) in San Francisco; (3) the Student 
and Teacher Access to Resources and Training Center (START) in 
Oakland; and (4) the Shelter Institute, also in Oakland, The Bay Area 
Learning Center funds the full salary for one coordinator or director of 
the first three district projects, and totally the staff development activities 
of the Shelter Ifistitute with funds secured from a private grant. Repre- / 

••■ •.< / 

sentatives of these field -based progi^ams meet regularly with the BALC. 
director and assistant director. This tri-district interaction helps- 1 



eliminate duplication of training activities among the districts, to identify 
Qpportunities for new areas of staff development; and to keep all members 
up-to-date on current training activities. This group also serK^es to put 
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into operation the plans that are made by -the advisory board. 

Besides coordinating tM ^fforts- of the SDC,^TLC, START Center, 
and Shelter Institute, the Bay Area Learning Center also operates three 
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of i^ own programs, including .a bachelors of arts degree program ip 
conjunction witti California State University at Hayward, a masters of 
. ^ arts degree program in conjunction with the Institute for Professional 
Development and the University of San Francisco, and a series of tri-- 
district in-service -training programs. Brief narratives describing the 
individual subcomponents included in this nettvork are listed^ below. The 
numerical notations match those in the network design. 

L 0 ' - Manage Project \ . 

' The futl-time management of the Bay A^re^ Learning Center project 
' consists of a projecf director and an assistant project director. These 

y . 

« r 
two individuals coordinate. all Teacher Center, efforjs, and work closely 

with the board of directors and advisory board. 

■ ' ■ 1 .■ . ■ 

'1.1 - Mak^ Policy Decisions (Board of Directors ) 
« * 

The board of directors is made up of four n;embers; the superin* 

tendents of the^^Berkeley, Oakland and San Francisco school districts, 

and the BALC project director. This board meets at regularly- , 

scheduled timers to consider the recommendations mkde by the advisory 

board, and to deal with other areas of the collaborative process amoni^ 

* • 

the three school districts. Its prime responsibility is to review and 
approve policies, budget, program, and staffing of the BALCas 

11. • ' ; ■ 

4 



► recommended by the BALC director and the adv^^sory board.; This 

J ' * ' V 

involvement of thei^e ^top-level school administrators helps^ facilitate . 
h/AUc: offoi ls wil^in thg.Jocai dist;'ictR. ^ . ^ • 

- Maintain Community Involvement (Advisory l-^oard ). i 
The advisory board consists of twelve representatives from each 
school district who tiave be^n appointed by their respective superin-' 
temdonts. The b^ard attempts -to maintain a balanpe to reflect the 
ethnic composition of .the tri-district area, wliile at the same. time 
representing the cohcerns of the community, students, teachers, and * 
^Lc^rhinistrators. Responsibilities of the board include participation 
in rejjularly scheduled meetings, development of the project design, 
preparation of the annual budget, moniforing of the program's progress, 
monitQring the budget as it relates to program^, development, formulation 
of goals and objectives bashed on needs assessment, and reflecting 
concerns of their respective groups as they relate to.airBALC activities. 



> - Exercise Fiscal Responsibility (Oakland Unified School District ) 

The Oakland Unified School District serves as the legal agency for 

the local education authority (LEA) for the BAI.C project. Although 

'final approval of fiscal and programmatic procedures. lies within the' » 

jurisdiction of the Oakland Superintendent's Cabinet, il^must be 

remembered that OaHland's superintendent serves* as one of the members 

of the board of directors, thus allowing^ for considerable input from- 
other coosortium'me^mbers. Air specified services, contracts, and 



. supplips ar6 pjirchascd by 'the Oakland Board of Education and dis- ^ 
pcrsed across tjie three districtSw * ' , \ * ' ' 

1^^^ - C^oordinaU * and IsValuate Activities • ; 

The major nesponsfbility for coordinating apd evaluating all the ^ ^ 
activities within *BA I >C falls with the project director »and assistant 

r director. The project director-.is responsible for the overall super- ' 

i y 
vision: of the totaj Dro;fect, This includes office management, coqr- 

dinatinfc boar^ of (^irectors and- advisory bgard nieetings, preparation 

pt the budget, and the supervision of any other programmatic 

involvements, such a^^needs assessment and evaluation. The assistant 

director is primax:ily respon^^SJ.^.^^ program development and the 



supervision of evaluation. 



2.0 - CoordinatQ Field-Based Staff Development ' \ 

A s pointed out earlier, BAXC provides sonte'^financial and planning 
support to each of the four fielcf^based Teacher Centers,ralthough the ^ 

/ ' • ' : . 

Responsibility for their actual operations rests totally with' their individual 

staffs. BALC, in turn, depends 6ppn th? districts for facilities and fis^cal 

. * f 

'support of the district staffs - ^ 

2.1 - Operate START Center, .Oakland Unified School District 

• The'START Center is located in the Laney College facility ownfed-* > 
by the Oakland Unified School District. It is managed by a tearp of 
consultants who are full-€in\e certified employees of the district. BALC 
, .funds only one full-time position m the START Center, and this person 



is under the direct supervisi6n of the START consultant-managers. 

M present, the center sponsors a number of programs, one of whi(*h 

is the Teacher Shelter, This is an activity which w.as formerly located 
, in San Francisco under the name of the Teacher Active Learning Center 

Other programs include a Guided Self --A nalysis Leadership Laboratory 
' for, administrators, and an ongoing Teacher Emphasis series. These, 

programs are partially or totally funded by the Bay Area Learning 
•Center^ In addition, Oaklnad's Media Center is housed in the START 

facility, along w,ith a preschool program; ,a curriculum displ^ section. 



the Art Magnet for -kindergarten through thirdr'gX^ade students, and the 
Retiaissaace School for'^ Seventh thf^dugfr>tenth- grade s'tddgnts; 

. Although START collaborates with BALC in the development oOfer* 
prograrfi, not all of the programs are funded by BALC, nor do all 
originate from the collaborative proces^. Some originate from within 
the district and are totally funded by Oakland. ICxamples of these 

\ ■ ' ■ 

programs include extension courses offered tlirough California State 
University at fJayward, Laney College .and Holy Name. Co liege. 

Needs assessrnent is a continuing process practiced by the START 
Center staff. At the outset of each program^ participants U^e. given 
needs assessment questionnaires, and, when filling them out, are 
encouraged to specify their indj.vidual needs. From the comments 
''made on these questionnaires, the START Center staff is able tS plan 
productive training sessions tO^^^ddress these needs. When applicable, 
these needs assessments are made on a tri-diatrict basis. Some 



activities are open- to ttfe.tri-district'persQtinel, and sertre the needs • 

'i ; ; : , . •• 

of the Oakland district /exclusively. " . . /• I . ' ," \ j'.' . ■ / 

■ ' ^ ■ 

2.2 - Operate Teacher Learning Center .(TLC!) - Safa'FFahcisco -- ' 
• Unified Sch ool District • • ' ■ - . . 

: — — ^ •• •• / '■ -y- - ' . ^ 

The TLC is located ^ithin.the Saa FrahciscQ ichool District to 

• ° ' , •, V : . ■ - 

provide space for teachers ttt; congregate for- in-se'rvice'staff trainin^^ " 
materials development, viewinjg new materials, discussing new^urriculum 

ideas, and for a variety of otoer} related activities; ■ 'The Center, is open . . 

■.■••■•■.'<'■'' ' 
five days a week, and sometimes, for special prcgrams, pa'siturday„ 

' " ' '- ^ ■ ^ . ' ' ' ■ 

Its staff consists of a full-time cooTdiViator funded by BALC. and five 

■ . . ■ -,v '■ . ' •' • " ■ • 

additiojml certified employees funded by the. district." ".TLC in-service 

programs include workshops ari yaluV e las sifi cation, early childhood 

** ' 

' basic skills, murticultural studit??/and a vaiietyol others too numerous • 
• — 4^ — to list. *. ' ' . • ' ;:''V/' /■ 



-^" CoQduct Staff. QeveiopmehUCent^r (SDC) -^Bferkeley Unified 
"SchooL District . '/ v" 7 ' ^ . \. " 

• . •■ •'• ■ ■ /; '• ' y^ ' ' • 

/ .The St)C is an i^e^ai paf^t" Qf..th6 J]taff,^evi^opm&nt ^>rogram of the 

Berkley. Unified 'School. Bi^lTic^^^^ yOn'the district's organization chart,^ • 

. plaeiedruird^r .the siip^i-visibn of the assistant superintendent of . 
-il:-."/-* • ■ - . ■ . .... . ^ ■ ;• • , , 

iti'-i^'r^^^'^^^^"-' BALC 's. reldtj[bnship with the SDC is legally '<ieter mined- 
"^^ Vby^coQitidfaar arrang'p^ients-betweeh Berekely and Oaklayid, its fiscal 

:...>■;•:::'•■■■■.-•:'-•.'-■!.• - ■ ; • \yy i : 

*' ''^j - . • - ■ ■• ■ . . • , i / ■ . •■. • 

, ' ■ /-r rfg*?nt.%Thep4~contracfwal ,atran£?nlents provide the legal ^ ■' • 

'•\>t1i^.sharing'pft re^^ districts to whicH'SALC provi^s 



Once staff developmehrrtVieci^. We beenlde by the districts, 

they ai c relayed to th^.'Staff ;pe«=eiopmeht'henter. In cooperation with 
• RALC, the center defe,rt^h0/api>i:efprU)iJ-tf^^ r-esources 
for addressing thcse^needs,. "SPC- has, trained a^c'adre of organizational 

^ . • ^ * . - 

■• specialists who wc^rk directly .Wth the schools and contract adminis- 

y trators'. In addition, >-^feara.9f staff associates' has been trained to 

assist with media- self ruiialysis. .• > .. : 

> * <^ ' -/^^ . 

2.4 - Conduct Shelter |nst.itute4ctivitles 

This institute is different fro?n th,e other centers in this component 
in that Its funding is whoUy supplied through the Carnegie Corporation 
of New Yojk. .The Oakland Unified School District entered into a 
contract with the institute to implement training research and disseminate 
riraterials f-elated to "M.^^ement Skill and the High School Principal. 
The project staff works' dire9tly with individual principals to reduce 

•■ <^ritical problems. This initial group X)f principals will also be trained 
in executive effectiveness, social atid poHtical information as guidelines, 
and utilization and leadership, byring, the initial development period, 
the {Project staff serves as ebnsiyltants. The ultimate goal is to provide 
peer training to other principals, with the first group of trainees 
becoming the trainers. : ' 

3.0 - Conduct BALC Programs • - 

In addition to working closely with 'the four othe'lfeenters, BALC 
als9 conducted several other programs. TheSe programs included a 

:9 - - 



scricH of Ifi-di.sti-icl in-service workshops, an undergradualo dofirtn- 
|)rograni, and a masters' degree program in teachei* preparation. 

•"^-.1 - Conduct Tri-l)istric't Training Workshops 

BALC offers a series of in-service-fraining vvorkshops to adminis- . 
trators and teachers throughout the three district consortium. Emphasis 
for each of these workshops was placed not only on the in-service 
training, but to a large extent on the tri-district involvement in planning 
the workshops. There were five specific workshops held during fiscal 
•year (FY) 1975: (1) Summer '74 Staff In-Service, We're Getting 
Together to Get It Together; (2) Tri-District Administrative Seminars 
1975; (3) National, Trend with California Blend; (4) Special Education; 
and (5), Emergent Alternatives in Early Childhood and Education, 
Expanding School/Community Kelations, Tri-district planning committees 
were qpnvened to inco^orate as much input as possible from, local 

constituents so that the workshops would be closely related to the real 

. ' ' ■* 

needs existing within the consortium. (Results of these planning sessions * 
can be obtained from the project. )• Besides having input into the workshop- 
planning stage,, participant reaction to individual- training sessions was 
elicited and used to improve future training sessions. This continual 
participant involvement served as an incentive for local teachers and 
administrators to join in the workshops. Other incentives were graduate 
credit and professional gj^owth credits. ' The majority of the trainers 
,were from the local districts and were fully supported by the BALC. 



, \ 3. 2 - Conduct BA LC Undergraduate Program ' 

BALC provides an undergraduate degree fronri California State 
University at Hayward which offers a wide variety .of cour;ses at the 

STAirr Center for upper division undergraduates, BA LC»s Involvement 

/ 

includes the conducting of needs assessment actiylties and the providing ' 

iof individual counseling for those students inte/osted in entering the 

/ 

>rogram and for those already enrolled, Thje students :pay regular 
university fees, and are considered reguW resident students. The 
fal^ulty is supplied by the university. The Oakland public school system 
provides the off -campus site at a cost to the university of 'five dollars 
per class session. 



•3^,3 - Q pnduct BALC Masters Program 

BALC and the Institute for Professional Development, in cooperation 

with the\ University of San Francisco, offered a masters program 

\ ' ' ' 

specifically designed for working teachers and other school professionals, 

\ - • , 

\ ' ' ' 

during the\spring and fall semesters of 1975. Its focus is directly tied ^ 
to its studeTrtd^jrofessional assignments, and the instruction is provided 
on the* basis of the diagnosed needs of the students as they carry out 
their' masters project. The University of San Fraricisco sui^plied 
resident or adjunct faculty fOr the program. * - , r 



B. PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

The preceding discussion gives a general description of how the 
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Bay Area Learning Center program is organized to carry out its objectives. 
There arc^ six program objectives: 

1. establishment of open lines for communicationjor/ * 
organized strategies ancf cQilaborative prpgram 
development between the board of directors, advisory 
board, and program directors and coordinators; 

2. interdistrict participation, on a regular basis, by 
staff members (Berkeley, Oakland, and San Francisco) 
in as many BALC activities as desired 'at either or 
both of the staff development centers (TLC in San 
Francisco and START in Oakland); 

> . 

3. to^ minimize the duplication of services in the three 
districts; 

4. -^he union and involvement of parents, classroom 
teachers and supportive district staff (administrators, 
auxiliary personnel, skilled specialists, paraprofessibnals, 
volunteers)- in program development to meet the needs 

of individual districts, schools and pupils; * - 

5. ^ to maximize^ the mileage received from innovative ^ 
■ resources and to conserve available fiscal resources; 

6. to develop a staff development model that can be / 
replicatec^ in other_areas of the state and nation. ' 
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CHAPTER 2 
THE IMPACT SURVEY 

A. RATIONALE' 

This investigation is part of a continuing effort on the part of the 
Evaluation Research Qe.nter at the University of Virginia^ in conjunction 
with the National Consortium for Teacher Center directors, to evaluate 
the results of these projects and use the information gained to generate 
application models of a Teacher Center. During the early part of fiscal 
year 1975, ERC staff members met with the consortium and formulated 
plans for gathering data in each of the:sites> Texas, ^hode Island and 
the Bay Area in California* Each project director was asked to supply 
a list of priorities for the purpose of evaluation* On the basis of these 
priorities and other data available to ERC, the specific aspects of the 
impact survey were determined* ' , - 

The following components were listed as, priorities by the project 
director of the Bay Area Learning Center: 

1. Organizational structure of BALC (collaborative process); 

2. BALC innovative programs (delivering skills to teach,ers); 

. 3. Teacher Learning Center /Student and Teacher Access 
to Resources and Training Center; 

4* Staff Development Center* " 

These priorities, in conjunction with those submitted by Rhode 



Island and Texas, provided an overall list of the types of impacj one 
could expect from a Teacher Center. - From the total list, specific - 
components were selected for invejstigation in each site: a comprehensive c 
list of components and t-heir priority is available from .each of the site?. 
In the Bay Area, objective 2 and objective 3 (the imiiact of BALC 
innova,tive programs, and the impact of the START Center) were seleQtedf 



These 



two components are related to two basic objectives ohosen from 
the coknplete list given in Chapter 1. They ai^fe: objective "Inter^ 
djstric\ participation in BALC activities. . . and objective I, "involvement 
of parei^ts, teachers, staff, etc., in program development ih meeting 
the needs of districts, schools and pupils. . . *^ The survey'aitempted to 
answer the following two questions: Did the Bay^rea Learning Center 

and Student and Teacher Access. to Resources and Training Center meet 

/ , 

the two objectives? and Was there a change in responses to the impact 

^survey from FY »74 to FY- *V5? * 

lA order to answer these questions, a series of items was developed 

that address specific aspects of the objectives. What follows is a list 

of attendant variables as they relate to the tvo objectives. 

Objective 2 Interdistrict participation on a regular basis by' 
staff members (Berkeley, ^Oakland, and San 
Francisco) in as many BALC activities- as desired 
at eitlier of the Staff Development Centers: 



use of BALC in-service training,, rieeds assessment, 
edu.cational consultants, and other B^C services;. 

use of TLC in-se^*vice training, curriculum library, 
educational consultants, needs assessment and*other 
TLC services; 
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\ \ - ■ . , . - ■ .. 

of START educational resources, in-service 

information , 

( Mfp^^ and other serVices; ' ' 

KW^^^ SDC in-service training, educational consultants, 
^ Vlll^ffi^ assessment, and other SDC services; 

• participation in specific workshops offered by BAL^O . ^ 
ant^^BiTART and in other workshops; ' * ' 

• extent tp which presentations were rated effective and. 
^S^ls ofc training sessions were achieved; * 

• perception of quality of material; ' ^ ^ 

• need of more training in same area and in some other ^ 

• ^ extentlloS which practices learned we^e implemented, 

and^W^^iY^jich communications between districts have 
been facilitated; and gr*eater awarenes? of other in- 
servij^p training programs. * \, , . 7 

Objective 4 / -* 'fl?hp union and involvement of parents, classroom 

.teachers,, supportive district staff (administrators, 
Auxiliary personnel, skilled specialists, para-" 
professional volunteers, etc.) in program develop- 
ment to meet the needs of individual districts, ^ 
schools and pupils: . , 

• planning of BALC and START training sessions; ^ 

• extent to which individual input was included in planning; 

• extent to whic'h tri-district/district planning *was effective; 

• extent to which individuals were better prepared to'^lan 
staff development activities; ' ^ ^ 

• extent to which training addressed some ne^ed or problem; 

• identification of need or problem, and existence of same 
subsequent to trainings, ^' * 
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B. METHODOLOGY 

. SamplQ. Descriptions :. . 

BALO * ' ■ • 

. . A quota sample was selected, including eight schools from Berkeley, 
seven schools from San Francisco, and five schools from Oakland, each 
of which had at least four teachers and administrators who had partici- . 
pated in some form of BALC service. This participation was determined 
by analysis of attendance sheets maintained by BALC. From these schools, 
respondents to the survey were selected on the basis of their prior parti- 
cipation in some BALC service and their availability at the ,time of the 
interview. In addition to school-building perso''nnel, district administrators 
who had participated in BALC activities were randomly selected as 
respondents. The'BA.LC sample actually included forty-four educators 
from Berkeley, thirty-one from Oakland and thir,ty-two from San Francisco. 
Broken by educational position, the sample included twenty-four district 
or central administrators, eleven building adniinistrators, forty-four ' 
elementary schoolteachers, twenty secondary schoolteachers and eight 
^'other^^ educators; 

START Center 

. . A quota sample of ten schools iici Oakland was selected on the basis 
of eabh having at least four teachers. and administrators who had parti- 
cipated in START activities. It -should be noted that these were different . 
from the' schools selected in the BALC sample. From within these. schools, 

O 
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teachers and administrators were chosen on the basis of their previous 
START participation and availability at the time to the interview, A 
total of thirteen building administrators, twenty-one elementary school- 
teachers, eleven/secondary schoolteachers and five *'other" e(^ucators , 

• * 

* were interviewed. 

Method for Both BALC anB START : ' . . ' ^ 

The interviews for both BALC and START were conducted during 
the week of April 28 - May 2 by two trained interviewers. The procedur4 
entailed first contacting the school by telephone to obtain cooperation 
in arranging a date for ii{e interviews. This was followed up by a 
confirmation letter written to the person contacted on the telephone. In 
addition, a phone call was made to the schools on the day of the inter^ews 
in ord^to help both the interviewer and interviewee as close to 
schedule as possible. 

The survey was administered in a group setting to teachers and 
administrators within, each school. The interviewera guided the groups 
through the survey by reading each of ^he questions, and, when necessary, 
making clarifying comments. The survey was taken from central admin- 
istrators on an individual basis. At the end of each day, the data were 
coded on digital coding forms. When all the data were coded, the result 
was forwarded to the Evaluation Research Center for analysis .and 
interpretation. 
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C* Rl!:SULTS 

This section is divided into two parts: a summary 
of the data from the BALC survey; and a summary of the 
da^a from the START Center survey. The information is 
presented according to the individual items on the respective 
survey instrunierits, A copypf the questionnaires can be 
found in Appendix A of this dbcument. The actual data 
tables are contained'in Appendix B arjd are also referenced 
by item number, . , % * 



RAY AREA LEARNING CENTER (BALC) 

ItemJ - '^Within the Bay Area school districts is an organization 
known as the Bay Are^ Learning Center. Are you' 
familiar with this organization?'^ [Appendix B-1] 

This first question asked of all the educators surveyed within the 
three districts concerned their awareness of the BALC organfzation. 
Results showed that 81 percent of the educators were aware of the Bay 
Area Learning Center, Awareness ranged from 64 percent in Berkeley 
to 97 percent in Oakland. Viewed across- educational positions, the 
extent of awareness ranged from 40 percent of the secondary schoolteachers 
to 100 percent of the central administrators. Over 84 percent of the 
elementary schoolteachers, building administrators and "other'' educators 
said they were a.ware of BALC. / r 

Last year's survey^ (FY '74) indicated that^4 percent of/Clirfid^Ifca^s 
sampled were aware of BALC. Across districts, the figures were: 64 
percent in Berkeley; 70 percent in San- Francisco; and 89 percent in 
Oakland. According to positions of educators, the awareness of BALC 
ranged. from 56 percent for the secondary schoolteachers to 73 percent. 



of the elementary schoolteachers and 100 percent of the building adminis- 
trators. In comparing last yearns data with those of this jear, a general 

j ' ^ 

increase in awareness of BALC exists in Oakland and San Francisco, iht 
not in Berkeley. . " " ^ * 

Item. 2 - "Are you a^vare that BALC is a collaborative arrangehient 
among three districts organized to pirovide ^educational 
services for Berkeley, Oakland and San Pranoisco*?" - 
^ t [Appendix B-2] 

SeveAty-four percent of the respondents indicated that they were 

aware th^t BALC was a collaborative arrangement ^among three districts. 

Awareness ranged from 54 percent of the educators in Berkeley to 94 

percent of the educators in, Oakland, g,n4. f r^j^, 30 percent of the secondary 

schoolteachers from the three districts to lOO'perc'fnt of the central 

administrators. Affirmative answers were given by 73 percent of th^ 

elementary schoolteachers, 88 percent of the /''other'' educators and 91 

percent of the building administrators. 



Item 3 - "BALC provides the following types of services. Indicate 
with a check the ones of which you are aware and rate 
the extent to which you have used the services provided. . . 
(a) In-Service Training; (b) Needs Assessment; (c) 
Educational Consultants; and (d) Other Services." 

[Appendix Br3 - B-6j 

The Bay Area Learning Center offered a variety of 'services to ^ . 

educators, including in-service training, needs assessment, and 

educational consultants. This series of questiotls addresses, two problems: 

first, whether Bay Area educators were aware of these services; and 

second, the extent to which these different services were perceived as 
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bein^ used. . ' ^ , ^ 

In-Service Training, (3 -a)' 'A tatal of 6i9 percent of the sample 
reported that they ^ere aware that BALC offered in-service training. 
This figure ranged' from 49 percent of the educators in Berkeley to 94 
percent of those questioned in Oakland. Across educational positions, 
the percentages were as follows: 20 percent of the secondary schoolteachei 
67 percent of the elementary schoolteachers, 75 percent of the *'^th^*' 
x?ducators, 9i percent of the building administrators, and 100 percent of 
the central administrators. When^^-sked to rate the use of this service 
on a five^point^ scale (1 signifying *'none, ^' to 5 signifying "very much'*), 
the overaU mean or average across districts was 2. 6, with a stanjdard 
deviation of 1. 5. Actual averages were L 9 in Berkeley, 2. 7 in San 
.Francisco, and 3.4 in 'Oakland. By position, the scores ranged from 
3. 9 pf the central administrators , to 2.5 of the elementary^ schoolteachers, 
2. a for '^bther'^ educators to 1.5 for -building administrators and secondary 
schoolteachi^rs.^ • 

J- 

Needs Assessment. (3-b) Approximately 40 percent of the sample 

. ^ . • ^ * ' ' / 

responded that they were aware that BALC provided needs assessment 

* > ^ . 

services. • TKipte Was very little difference across "districts in the 
awareness^- although considei*able variation existed according to the 
psoitjons'of the educator^s*. These scores ranged from zero percent of 

the ''other*' group to 15 percent of the secondary schoolteachers, 37 percent 

it , * ' * • 

of the elementary schoiolteachevs to ctpproximately 65 percent of the 

- - . . . - . _ 

adijiinistrator;^,- l^he 6vei:all rating of use of the needs assessment 



service was a mean of !• 5, with a standard deviation of . 9, indicating 
that, in general, the sample felt that they used this service between 
'^little*' and ^'aot at all, The usage rating of this service varied little 
acr^B^ districts and across positions. The range was from 1 for '^other" 
educators to !• 2, 1,3, 1,4 and 2.0 for secotidary schoolteachers, building . 

i 

administrators, elementary schoolteachers, and cerjAral administrators, \ 
respectively. 

Educational Consultants. (3-c) Fifty-nine percent of the educators 
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responded that they were' aware that BALChad educational consultants. \ 

This ranged from 46 percent of those polled in Eex^keley to 62 percent in . 'i . 

San Francisco and 74 percent in Oakland. Awareness ranged from approx- \ 

:\ . t: 

imately 14 percent of the "other" educators and secondary schoolteachferBy .'^ , . | 

82 percent of the building administrators ^nd 92 percent of the central 

"administrators. Usage ratings ranged from 1. 6 in Berkelfey to 2, 2 in ' 

^ San FrSncisco'and 2. 7 in Oakland, with an overall average oi^^ and a — {\ \ 

standard deviation of 1. 3. Secondary schoolteachers and the "other . \ *. \ 

group-iridicated practically no use, 1.1, "little use" for elementary 

schoolteachers and building administrators, 1. 9, and between "some 

use" and "much use", 3.6, fof central administrajtors. ^ *\ ' 

• * • 

> \. Other Services . (3-d) Twenty percent of the educators polled ' 

indicated that they Were aware $of other services offered by BALC. / 
Several of the services specifi^d^6lude degree programs, assistance \ 
in the construction* of materials, funding for special programs, librajry - | 

services, and a variety of other servic^^'vthat could be classified as \ 

/ * 1 



A' 
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;0*v * eitb^r '%-servi,cel' or 'We.of ;COhsultants. i^Avareness of these services 
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r^ftom 9 percfent of those in Berkeley tQ 19 percent in San Francisco, 
andV2S ^^.<ieht in OakJ^nd, According to position of respondents, the . 
range was from zero percent of the J'other** educators to 5 percent of the 
secon^lary schoolteachers,, 21^p,^cefit of the elementar^y schoolteachers. 27 
ji^ercent of the btdlding acJtninistr^tors, and 38 percent of the central ; 
administrators. Usage cff.these other services was rated from 1, 3 in 
Berkeley to^ 1, 5 in San Francisco and 1, 9 in Oakland, .Par the whole 
sample, the overall average was 1,5, with a standard deviation of 1, 2, 
which indicates very little, if any, use of other services Sjcross districts, 

' • <i 

iThese results were generally consistent with the findings *^cr'ci^s-*}5os,itions, 
with the exception of central adri^nistratorS, who averaged 2,5,-v-'^^*rT/^- v:*- 



Item 4 - "Think of the BALC services you have actually used .and 
write, their names below. Please indicate for each one 
the changes 3rou have made in your teaching or administrative 
style, approach, methods or materials as a resul^of that 
service. Please list aiay plans, proposals, programs, or 
other documents you pro^tuced as a result of utilizing each . 
BALC service, " , . * 



, In-Service Training, Forty-five respondents indicated outcomes . V 
or results of in-service training. These outcomes iucluded knowledge 
' of te(^hniques that could be used in the classroom, development of 

materials, knowledge about .different cultures, awareness of educational 
needs of the handicapped^ and increased ability of classroom teachers 
to diagnoses^nd Wfrk- vjrith children with learning disabilitieis. 

Needs Asse3sm^nt^ \ Two respondents indicated outcomes for this 
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service, both were described as help in writing needs. 

Consultants . ^^Thirteen respondents specified outcome^or con- 
sultants. These included a greater awareness of multi-ethnic composition 
of the district and the development of a monitoring system to assist with 
ongoing evaluations apd help with psycho -motor problems within the 
classroom. 

■ ' ♦ ■ ° f 

Item 5 (a-c). "Within, BALC there are several related organizations 
including the Teacher Learning Center (TLC - San 
Francisco), Student & Teacher Access to Resources 
and Training (START - Oakland), and the Staff 
Development Center (SDC - Berkeley). Are you 
familiar with any of these;, organizations ? " 

[Appendix B-7 to B-9] 

teacher Le arning Center (item 5 -a). [Appendix B-10 to B-M] 

This set of items was designed to eUcit the extent to which educators 
were aware of an/)rganization within the Bay Area known as the Teacher • 

f 

■ Learning Center. A series of specific questions was also posed to deter- 

mine^awareness and use of specific se^vices offered by the TLC (item 6). 

Educators Buryeyed across districts indicated considerable differences in 

awareness of the TLC. Percentages of awareness varied from 42 percent 

of the^educators in 'Oakland "and 48 percent "of those in Berkeley to 94 

percent.in San Francisco, with an overall: percentage of 60 percent. With 

regard to positions, ^the result^ ranged from 35 percent of the secondary 

: 'I- 

schoolteachers to 54:percent of.the building adiyiinistrators, 63 percent 

M „ ' i I . . 

Of the "other " educators and elejmentary schoolteachers and 75 percent 

of the central administrators. }> ^ 

• •• • •.- ' .'ii / . 



Data gathered in the 1974 impact survey showed that 56 percent 
of the total sample were aware of TLC. This ranged from 32 percent 
in Berkeley to 38 percent in Oakland and 100 percent in San Francisco. 
With regard to specific educational positions, awareness ranged from 64 
percent of the building administrators to 38 percent of the elementary 
schoolteachers and 11 percent of the secondary sSfeolteachers. Compar- 
ison of data from the |wo impact surveys indices an increase in aware- 
ness of TLC of about 4 percent this year over last. This increase was 
noted in Oakland and Berkeley, with a decrease reported in San Franeisco. 
According to positions, there was an increase among building administrators 
and a decrease among secondary schoolteachers. 

. Item 6. "TLC provides the following kinds^of service. Indicate 
with a check the one(s) of which you are aware and 
rate the extent to which you have used the services 
' provided by TLC. " 

In-Service Training (item 6-a). A total of 52 percent of those 

surveyed responded that they were-fiware of the TLC's in-service training 

program. Broken down, these figures ranged from 88 ibercent of the 

educators in San Francisco to 3^ percent in Berkeley and 32 percent in 

Oakland. .Across positions, the range of awareness was from 20 percent 

of the secondary schoolteachers to 75 percent of the central administrators' 

TVtth ''other" educators, 38 percent, building administrators, 46 percent, 

and elementary schoolteachers 56 percent.- 
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Numerical , order for the foUowing itenis was abandoned to follow 
specific subject lines (that is, all items dealing with TLC, 5 -a, 6-a to e 
are discussed together). * 
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The ratings for use of TLC irx-service training ranged from !• 3 
in Berkeley to 2. 9 in San Francisco, with an overall mean of 1. 9 and 
standard deviation of 1. 4. Across positions, the range was from 1. 2 

for building administrators and secondary schoolteachers to 1. 4 for > 

J. 

"other*' educators, 2.2 for elementary schoolteachers and 2.5 for 
central administrators. 

• Curriculum Library (item 6-b). The TLC provided .educators in 

the Bay Area with a library of curriculum materials. The results of 

h 

the s-urvey show' that 45 percent of the respondents sampled were aware 

of that service. ■ This ranged from 75 percent of the respondents sampled 

in San Francisco to approximately 30 percent in the other districts. 

Group figures were 12 percent of thq *'other" group, 15 percent of the 

secondary schoolteachers, 46 percent of the Elementary schoolteachers'- 

and building administrators, and 75 percent of the central administrators. 

As regards the use of this library, the overall ratings ranged from 

1. 2 in Berkeley to 1. 9 in Oakland and 2. 6 in San Francisco, with an 

ovef-all mean of 1. 9 and stamlard deviation of 1. 3. By position, the range 

was from approximately L 2 for buiiding administrators, secondary school 

teachers and "others" to 2.5 for central administrators. The elemen- 
> 

tary schoolteachers indicated that they, had used the service very little, 
2.0. ^ 

Educational Consultants (item S-c)-. A total of 40 percent 6f the ^ 
educators sampled indicated that they were aware that TLC provided 

I 
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educational consultants. This figure ranged from 78 percent' of those 
polled in San Francisco to 29 percent in Oakland and jQ percent in 
Berkeley, Ratings of the use of this service showed.an overall mean of 
1.7, with a standard deviation of 1. 3« Figures were 2^5 for ^an Francisco, 
h 7 for Oakland and. 1. 1 for Berkeley. By position, 70 percent of the 
central administrators were aware of the service, 12 percent of the ^'others 
Usage ratings for these groups were 2. 6 for the central administrators, 
1. 2 for building administrators, 1, 8 for elementary schoolt^cjaers, 1. 1 for 
secondary schoolteachers, and 1. 2 for ''other'* educators. 

Needs Assessment (item 6-d). Approximately 28 percent of the 
educators surveyed indicated that they were aware that TlrC -provided 
needs assessment. This ranged from about 18 percent an Berkeley and 
Oakland to 50 percent of the respondents in San Francisco, and from zero 
percent of the "oth^r" educators to 62 percent of the central administrators 
with 2 percent for building administrators, 23 percent for elementary 
schoolteachers and 5 percent for secondary schoolteachers. The usage 
rating of this service was an overall 1. 3, with a standard deviation of . 8, 
ranging from« 1. 0 in Berkeley to 1. 7 in San Francisco and from 1. 0 for 
building administrators and secondary schoolteachers to 1. 6 for c^entral 
administrators^ The rating was 1.3 for elementary schoolteachers and 1.1 
for "other educators, 

• * ^ Other Services (item 6~e). These services include space for 
meetings, development of materials, staff development for community 



volunteers, community services, multi-ethnic programs, and children's 
(lay field-trips. A total of 20 percent of the sample indicated that they 
were aware of other services offered by the TLC. This ranged from 
7 percent in Berkeley and 19 percent in Oakland to 41 percent in San 
B'Vancisco. With regard to respondents' positions, the scores went from 
10 percent of the "other" educators to 33 percent of the central adminis- 
trators, 18 percent of the building administrators and elementary school- 
teachers, and 10 percent of the secondary schoolteachers. When asked 
to rate the use of these other services, the general average across all 
groups iwas 1. 3 on a five point scale ("no use" to '*a great deal of use"), 
showing that practically no use at .all was made of these services, - with 
the exception of San Francisco educators, 1. 7, central administrators, 
1.8, and "other educators, 2.1, or "little use. 

START Center (item,5-b). [Appendix B-15 to B-19] 

The next set of questions, deals with the START Center. First, the 
question of awareness of START in the three districts was surveyed. 
Fifty-four percent of the educators agreed thaf they were aware of START. 
This ranged from 34 percent of the respondents in San Francisco to 43 
percent of those in Berkeley and 90 percent in Oakland.' According to 
positions, the figures were 96 percent for central administrators, 54 
percent for builcling administrators, 50 percent for Elementary school- 
teachers and "other''* educators, and 15 percent for secondary school- 
teachers. , . :* 



Last year's, data showed that-45 percent of.the sample was aware 
of the STJART Center. This ranged from 33 percent of the secondary 
schoolteachers to 42 percent of the elementary schoolteachers and 71 
percent of the building administrators. Across districts, the percentages 
of awareness of START were 98-percent for OaKland, 28 percent for 
Berkeley and 11 percent for San Francisco, Comparison of the two years' 
results indicate a general increase across all districts and positionfe'of 
9 percent, - - ^ ^ 

Item 7 (a^e). "START provides the following kinds of service. 
Indicate -with a check the one(s) of which you 
■are aware and rate the extent to which you have 
used the services provided by START. ' 

' Educational Resources (item 7-a).' The first specific START 
service surveyed was the availability of educational resources at the 
START Center. Educators' awareness ranged from 28 percent of those 
surveyed in -San Francisco to 37 percent in Berkeley and 94 percent in 
Oakland, resulting in an average 51 percent. According to educational 
positions, the awareness ranged from 96 percent for central administrators, 
62 percent for "other" educators, 54 percent for building administrators, 
44 percent for elementary schoolteachers, to 5. percent for all the 
secondary schoolteachers surveyed. • , 

Perceptions of usage of these START educational resourced range 
from about 1.3 on a five -point scale in Berkeley and San Franciscp, to 
3. 8 in Oakland. The overall average was 2. 1, with a standard deviation 
of 1. 6. According to position, the ratings were 1. 2 for secondary schoolteachers 
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1.4 for building administrators, 2.1 for elementary^ schoolteacher's and 
"others", and 2. 7 for central administrators. 

In-Service-Teacher Training (item 7-b). The second aspect of 

START services surveyed was the in-service training offerings. A * ' ^ 
total of 49 percent of the educators sampled were awara that START . ' 
offered in-service trai ning. This figure ranged from 31 percent in Sati 
Francisco -to 35 percent in Berkeley and 87 percent in Oakland. By 
positions, the figures were 100 percent for central administrators, 54 per- 
cent for building administrators, 50 percent for "other" educators, 42- percent 
for elementary schoolteachers, and zero percent for secondary school- ' * 
teachers. 

As far as actual use of the in-service services of START, the overall 
average for all respondents was 2.0 on the five-point scale, indicating 
"little use, " with a standard deviation of 1.5, which means a positively 
skew6d distribution with considerable variation. The mean by cfistricts 
ranged from 3. 4 in Oakland to about 1. 5 iti both San Francisco and Berkeley. 
With regard to position, the ratings were from 1.0 for sejcondary school- 
teachers, 1. 3 for building administrators, and 1. 6 for "other" educators, to 
2. 2 for elementary schoolteachers and 3. 0 for central administrators. 

r ' Educational Consultants (item 7-c). In addition tp offering in- 
service training and educational resource^, the START Center provided 
educational consultants to help educators with any problems whicii might 
arise during the year. _ Approximately 42 .percent of the totkl sample were 
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.aware of the consHiltants' existence. This figure ranged from 28 percent 
in Berkeley and San Francisco to 74 percent in Oakland, Computed by 
positions, the results ranged from 5, percent of the secondary schoolteachers 
to 92 percent of the central administrators. Figures for the other groups 
were 26 percent for elementary schoolteachers, 38 percent for the **other'' 
educators and 54 percent for building administrators. 

' The .estimated use of consultants ranged from almost none, L 3, i^ 
San Francisco and Berkeley, to some, 2, 8, in Oakland, The overall 
average for this service was 2.0 with a standard^eviation oi 1. 3. By 
positions, figures ranged from 1.0 for secondary schoolteachers, 1.1 for 
biyllding administrg^tors, 1. 3 for ''other*' educators to 1. 8^for elementary 
schoolteachers and 2» 7 for central administrators. 

Information Dissemination (START Calendar) (item.7-d).' The 
START C-enter provided an information dissemination sei\vice to local 
educators. Forty-four percent of the educators surveyed were aware of 
this servicejr* ranging from 19 percent of those in San Francisco to 28 
percent in Berkeley and 90 percent in Oakland. Across occupations, the 
results ranged from zero percent for secondary schoolteachers to 83 
percent for central administrators. Among the other groups, percentages 
of recognition were 54 percent for t^e buildirjg adixiiniStrators, 50 percent 
for ''other" educators and 35 percent for the elementary schoolteachers. ^ 

When asked if they actually used the info'rnrration dissemination 
service, the sample's responses averaged 2.0, with a standard deviation 
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of 1.5. This ranged from 1. 2 in San Francisco to l|'5.";n Berkeley and 
3.5 in Oakland. By occupation, the range was fronf^l.^for secondary 

schoolteachers to 1. 7 for building administrators/ 2. 0'fdr elementary 

. ■ ^ 

schoolteachers, 2.1 for ''other'' educators, and 2.5 for central adminis-" 
tratorag 

other Services (item 7-e). Finally, the educators polled were 
asked if they were aware of any other services besides the ones listed \^ 
in items 7-a through 7-d. If they were aware of any such servic'es, they 
were then asked to what extent they had used these services. A total of 
11 percent of the respondents indicated that they were aware of some 
other services. A partial list includies community volunteers for workshop«, 
in-service training for teacher-assistants, and library. Figures for ^ 

districts were about 4 percent in San Francisco and Berkeley, 29 percent 

< 

in Oakland. By position, the figures were zero percent for the secondary 
schoolteachers and building admirusti'ators, 7 percent for elementary 
schoolteachers and 25 percent for central administrators. 

The amount gf use of these other services was minimal, ranging 
om 1. 1 of the sample in Berkeley and San Francisco to 2.1 of those in 
Oakland. With regard to position, only the central<^dministrators and' 
"other" educators reported above 1.5 on the usage scale 1.7 and!2.p 
respectively. Building administrators and secondary schoolteachers 
indicated rio use at all, with elementary schoolteachers rating between 
"made no use. . . " and "made little use. . . " 

^ \ 
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staff Development Center (SDC) (item 5-c).. [Appendix B-20 to B-26] ' 

♦ 

This next series of questions dealt with the third BA LC organization 
surveyed, the Staff Development Center (SDC), centered in Berkeley. 
Approximately .30 percent of the educators sampled were aware of the 
SDC. This figure represents 19 percent in Oakland, 25 percent in San 
Francisco and 41 percent in Berkeley. According to positions, the 
educators^ awareness ranged from about 11 percent of both secondary and 
elementary schoolteachers, 25 percent of "other*' educators and about 
65 percent of both building arid central fCdministratorg. 



Last yearns data show( 
of the SDC. r'igures ranged 
teachers to 25 percent .of the 



d 13 percent of the sample had been aware 
from 5 percent of the elementary school- 
secondary schoolteachers and 38 percent of 



the building administrators. IaX^ss districts, the range .was frorri 



zero 



percent in San'Francisco to 6 percent in Oakland and 30 percent in 

Berkeley^ A comparison of these data shows an increase in awarenSss of 

SDC across all districts. Ms regards eduea^tional positions, there, was 

an increase for building idrMn^ and elementary schoolteachers, but 

a decrease, for secondary schoolteachers. » 

Item 8 (a-d ). *'SPC ^rdjvides the following kinds^of services. 

Indicate w|th a check the one(s) of which you 
' are aware and rate .{^e extent to which you hav^ 
used the services provided by SDC" 

In-Service Training (item 8-a). The SDC, like START; anS TLC, . 
offered in-service training to the constituents of the Bay Area. Twenty- 
five percent of those surveyed responded that they were aware of the 
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existence of ^C'§ in-service training. This ranged from' atxiut. 18 percent 
in Oakland and S|^n Francisco to ^7 pefc^t in Berkeley. By positions, 
the range was less than 13 percent for te^che^s and ^'other'^ educators 
to about 56 percent for administrators^. , ^ 

As to use of the training, the overall average was 1. 3, with a ( 
standard deviation of . 9. Figures ranged from 1. 1 in Oakland and San 
h'rancisco to 1. 7 in Berkeley. By educational positions, the range was 
from about 1.2 for teachers and '^other'^ educators to 1.7 for administrators. 
This means that teachers used the service "practically never'* and that 
administrators used in-service training "very little. " 

Educational Consultants (item 5'^b). SDC provided educational 
consultants to educators in the tri-district area. A total of 21 percent of the 
sample indicated that they were aware of this service, ranging from 
approximately 15 percent of those in Oakland and San Francisco, to 30 
percent of those polled in Berkeley.^ By position, the range went from° 
4 percent of the teachers to iS percent of "other" educators, up to 54 
percent of the administrators. ' * * 

Use ranged from 1. 0 in Qakland atid San Francisco to 1. 6 in Berkeley. 

r ^ 

Byjerb categories, figures ranged from 1.1 and 1.2 for teachers aud 
"other" educators to 1.4 for building administrators and^l. 7 for central 
administrators. 

. Needs Asses^ent (item 8-c). A total of 19 percent of the ^' 
educators surveyed were aware of SDC* s needs assessment service. This 

^3 -'"0 



ranged from about 14 percent ici O^klaad and San Francisco to 26 percent 
' in Berkeley. . By positiqns; the ra^jgfe-was l^sj^tha^gi 6 percent for- teachers 
.ip 13" percent for "othet*^' educators knd 'abdtit\^^^ both t3rpes 



of admipistrators,,' . ' ' nf 



^ / • Use of* thte^^needs .assessment sei^vice wsl|^ rated 1. 2^ 'indicating 
that practically ^no use was made, of this^ se5r.vi.ce. Among the threa 
distriots, usage wag rated from l.I in QaklanEatid San Francisco to 1.5 
in Berkeley. By position, the administratQrs -averaged slightly over 1. 5 
while dther groups ^averaged approximately b 2;. • 

Other» Services ' (item 8-d>. Only about 5 percent* o^t.he total sample 

indicated that they were.aw9.re of other sjerVices offered by the Staff * 

' '"^ . ' " ' ' ^ ' • ''^ ' % ^ -^"^ 

. Develff^jment Cehte^ This included parent t|;aining, and staff 'development 



services. Little difference in thi'S^.awareness was nd\ed across districts, 
but'of those"\^o were aware of 'these other sf^rvices, most were central 
administrators. Use of the$e ^services is not^ included at this point due 
.to the small number of responses. * 



Itemy 9 - ^ "The following is a list of tr^ning programs offered by 

- BAI^C during the, past year. We' are interested in two - 

, \ , • • types of involvement.you have had with these progranis: 
• . \ _ first, if you were involved in the- planning of the training 
; ^ session(s), ^anti second, if you were a participant in the 
^ training sfessionfs). If you^^helped plafv the session, thep 
put a chdck in Column A. . If you participated in the training 
, ' " session, place a check in Column, B. 'If you were involved' 

in both aspects, planning and partiqipation, then check both 
cofumns. , ' • . ' 

The Responses to ^he second^-aepecf of this cjuestion, participation in 



training, are summarized in the following table according to district a.n'd 
position of respondent. 



TABLt I 

Number of respondents who participated 
in individual BALC workshops 



A, ACCORDING TO DISTRICTS 










WORKSHOP NAME 


BERKELEY 


OAKLAND 


SAN 

FRANCISCO 


TOTAL 


1 . Summer *74, Staff In-Service 


2 


5 


* 0 


7 


. . 2. WeVc Getting Togelher4o Get It Together:, Tri-District 
- Administrators Semiiwr 1975 


3 


5 


2 


10 


3. NatiDnal.Trcnds.with California Blends. Special Education 
^ " Work^hops^^ ^ 


3 


9 


12 












" "\ ^ , ' " » ' 
,. 4. "Ifm^rgenfrAlt^natixes in Early Childhood Education 


: 0 


1 


2^ 


3 


h. Uxprmd|ng School Coipniunity Relations* *' 




0 


0 


0 


TOTAL ^ ^ ^ ; 




20 


16 


44 



At the time 6{ the survcyT this workshop had not been conducted 



B. ^ACCORDING TO PARTICIPANT POSITION 



■1 



WORKSHOP NAME 


CENTRAL 
ADMIN- 
ISTRATORS 


SCHOOL 
ADMIN- 
ISTRATORS 


\ — 

Vary* 

SQlOQtt 
TEACHER^, 


SECONDARY 
i SCHOOL 
TEACHERS 

: \ \ 

-1— L. 


"OTHER" 
EDUCATORS 


TOTAL 


1 . Summer *74, Staff In-Service ^ ^ 




0 




M . •■ 

_v .-. I 


\ 0 


" 7 ' 


2. We're Getting Together to Get It 
Together: Tri-District Administra- 
tors Seniinar'l 975 ' ' 


8 


1 








ID 


3. National Trends with California 
Blends: Spedal Education Workshops 


13 




5 




— -XiV. .. 


24 

X- 


4. Emergent Alternatives in Early , ^ 
Childhood Education 


3 


0 


0 




^ 0 a\ 


5. Expanding School Community 
Relations* 


0 


0 


0 






TOTAL 


27 


' 2 


9 


' 2'? 




•> 

44 



^ *At the 
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time 



of the survey, this workshop had not been conducted 
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Table I-A*\^ shows that ^nore educators in Oc^kland participated in 

wt>rkshops. than did those in either San I^'ranclsco or Berkeley. Table 

r-li shows participalion according to the positions of the thirty-four 

persons responding. This group was composed of five pereons who 

i 

participated in "Summer ^74.Staff In-Service" workshop, six who * 
participated in the "W.e're Getting Together, to Get It Together" seminars, 
twenty-two who participated in the "National Trends with California 
Blends Special Education Workshops, " and one person who participated 
in "Emergent Alternatives isL Early Childhood Education" workshops. 

Item 10 - Other than those listed above, ho.w many school-based 
in-service workshops did you participate in during the 
last year?" Specify the names of those workshops. " 

"The overall mean for the number of other workshops attended was 

4. 9, with a standard deviation of 8. 6. This indicates a higtjly skewed 

distribution, thaf is, most people attended between zero and five work- 

shops, but a\few attended several more. This figure ranged from in ^""^ 

average of . 9 for the "other" educators to 10. 6 for central administrators. 

Secondary schoolteachers reported attending an average of 1.4 workshops, 

with elementary schoolteachers 4.2, and building administrators 5. 4. 

Across districts^ the range wag from 3.8 in Oakland to 5.0 in Berkeley 

and 5. .8 in San Francisco, 

^wenty-three different workshops were noted. Examples and 

number of respondents include dental, 3; math, 8;^ metric, 3; languages, 

4; xriulti -cultural, 4; reading, 8; "33", 3; health use, 3; and social 



sciences, 2. - . 

• • 

Item U-a^ "[For the workshop in which you participated] ... to 

^what extent were presentations of the training effective?" 
• ^ [Appendix B-'27] 

When asked to rate the effectiveness- of the workshop presentation 
on a five-point scale (one equalling "ineffective, " five representing 
. "extremely effective"), the overall mean was 3. 8, or effective, with 
a standard deviation of 1. 2. This figure ranged from 3. 5 in Berkeley to 
3. 8 in Oakland and 3. 9 in San Francisco. 

According to educational positions, figures were "other" educators, 
2,0; building administrators, 3.0; elementary schoolteachers and centr.ai/ 
administrators, 3. 9; arid secondary schoolteacher^, 5,.0. 

Last year's data showed an overall mean of 4. 0, with a standard 
deviation of 1. 0, indicaj;ing a slight decrease this year. 

r 

Item U-b. "[For the workshop in which you participated/\. . . rate 
the quality of the material presented in tj^ training. " 

[Appendix B-?8] 

When asked to rate the quality of the materials presented on a five- 
point scale (one representing "poor, " five representing "superior"), 
the overall average was 4. 0, with a standard deviatioyi of 1. 1, compared 
with an overall average from last year- of 4.1', .wit&^-^andard deviation 
Of:. 9. This ranged from 3. 6 in Berkeley to about 4. 0 in Oakland aad 
San Francisco. f * ' ^ 

By educational positions, central adjninistrators and elementary 
scho?ateactie^s- fated thfe quality of the materials at about 4. 3, better 



than average, secondary schoolteachers, 5, 0; building administrators. 



3,0; and "other" educators, 1.0^ 



Iloni 11-c, "I I'^or the worjishop in which you participated] ... to 
what extent were the workshop goals achieved?" 

[Appendix B-29] 

Ratings of the attainment of workshop goals averaged 4.1 on a fiW 
p6int scale, with a standard deviation of . 6. The range was froni 3. 8 
in Oakland to 4. 0 in Berkeley. Central administrators and elementary 
schqolteachers rated the goal achievement at 4. 1. Other figiires were 
"other" educators, 2.0; building administrators, 3. 5; ai^" secondary 
schoolteachers, 5.0. > • - — 

Item 11-d. , "[For the workshop in which you participated] ... to 
what extent do you think^he training addressed itself 
to some need or proh(,leinti":Df-yours?" .What wap that ' 
need or. problem?" -pAppendix B-30] 
.... . - ■ ^ « .■ 4 ■ ■ 

In terms of training rneetiag-th-e'^eds X)f.the participants^ the 

average score- was 3.9 witka:.st^ndard'.deviation""bf 1.1, indicating that the 

trainees felt that the training-^^^ address 'th'eir deeds, although somewhat 

less than last year, 4. 3 witfi^k^s'tandard 'Jeyii^oi of 1. 0. This year's 

results ranged from,4.5 for-teacjaers to 4.0 for central administrators, 

3. 0 for building administrafbrs and 2. 7 for "other "Vducatdirs. 

Needs identified included development of learning centers for inter- 

; • * ■ . -v. 

group studies, needs assessment/ changes in spe.cial education, method 

of becoming an effective admittistratpr, making teachers aware of school- 
related problems, inter grou^ relations in a racially mixed school, and 



clarification of mainstreaming concept* 

Item U-e. "[For the workshop in wfiijjrySu participated] . . . does ^\ 
that problem or need still .exist?" [Appepdix B-311 • ) 

The training for the workshops was designed to 'meet the needs 

or problems of the participants. As disclosed in the preceding item, the . 

trainees generally felt that the training did address'their needs. On.the 

other hand, a total of 72 percent of those polled indicated that their l 

problems still existed, compared with 74 percent of last year's sample. 

There was little deviation in this reponse across districts, but, across 

educatiortal positions, the range was from 40 percent of the elementary 

schoolteachers to 100 percent of the "secondary schoolteachers and 

building administrators who indicated that their needs and problems still 

existed. Seventy-seven percent of the central administrators and 67 

percent of the "other" educatbrs reported that their problems still existed. 

c 

Item U-f. "[For the workshop in which you participated] . . . would 
you want more training dealing with,the same problem 
or area? Ptfease specify. " [Appendix B-32] T 

From the results ofothis variable, one can indirectly measure the 

success of the training by the extent to which trainees might wish more 

training deaUng with the same problem. Seventy percent of the respondents 

indicated that they did w^nt more training. This figure ranged from &2 



percent of those surveyed in Oakland to 80 percent of those in San Francis 
Last year's results indicated that 83 percent of the educators surveyed 
would like more training in the same area. 



CO 



O -39 

-ERIC- . 



Across educational positions, the results ranged from 33 percent 
of the "other" educators group to 50 percent of the building administrators 
and elementary schoolteachers, 82 percent of the central administrators, 
and 100 percent of the secondary schoolteachers. 

^ Areas in which desire for more training .was identified included . 
working with children with two languages, improving methods for admin- 
istrati6n, diagnosis of "special"/students, development of health education 
materials, career education for physically handicapped, and supervision 
in the multi-cultural environment. 

Item 11 -g. "[For the workshop in which you participated] . . . would 

you want more training in some other area?" [Appendix B-33] 

The results showed that 79 percent of- the sample would like ' 
training in some other area. -This ranged from 75 percent in Oakland 
to 80 percent in San Francisco and 86 percent in Berkeley. By positions, 
the scores were "other" educators, 33 percent; building administrators, 
50 percent; elementary schoolteachers, 80 percent; central administrators, 
88 percent; and secondary schooltea.chers, 100 percent. Ninety-two percent 
of last year's sample indicated that they desired training in'^ome other 
area. _ ^ ' 

Item 11 -h. "[For the workshop in which you participated] ... ^-ate 

the extent to .which you have implemented the practices ' 
gjovided to you at the workshop. " 

Ulti^fely, the purpose of the training is to change the behavior 
of children. It is assumed that in order toic teachers and administrators * ' 
to^a9hieve this, they must implement some of the practices learned 

40 »i : 



during the training. Participants werfe-. asked to rate the extent to which 
they- had implemented these practices on a 5iv,e-point scale ("implemented 
none of the practices" to "implemented all of the practices"). The 
average rating was 3. 0. with a standard deviation of 1.1. ranging from 

• • • \ . 

^ .2. 8 iri Oakland to approximately 3. 2 in Berkeley and San Francisco; 

According to positions, the figures were^.O for "other" educators, - 
2. 5 for building administrators, 3. 1 for elementary schoolteachers and 
central administrators, and 4. 0 for secondary schoolteachers. 

Item 11 -i. "[For the workshop in which,you participated] . . . wer? 

you aware that people from other" dlsfricts participated 
in this training?" [Appendix B-34] 

One of the purposes of BALC was to involve educators in all three 

districts in the Center's training activities. Of the persons who actually 

participated in BALC workshop's, 97 percent were aware that-people - 

from, other districts were involved. Data indicated that only.one partici- 

. pant, a central administrator from Berkeley, was not aware of this 

arrangement. ^ 



Item U-j. "['For the workshop in which you participated] ... as 
a result of this training, have you made professional 
contacts with people in districts other than your own?" 

[Appendix B-35] - 

One outcome of interaction with people in other districts through i 

the BALC workshops would te the estabHshment of professional contacts. 

Seventy-six percent of the educators, reported^ having made such contacts," 

. ranging from 62 percent in Oakland to about 88 percent in Berkeley and . 

San Francisco, and from 100 percent of the building administrators and 

er|c ^ . ; -. . ■ 
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secondary schoolteachers to zero percent of the ^^other^' educator group, 
with 33 percent for elementary schoolteachers and 94 per'ceht of the 
central administrators. 

Item 11 -k. "[For^ the workshop in which you participated] ♦ . . as a 
result of your participation, are you more aware of 
related activities in other districts?" [Appendix B-36] 

A nother outcome of working with people in other districts is an 

awareness of related activities going on in other districts. Ninety-three 

percent of the sample reported such awareness, ranging from 86 percent 

in Berkeley to 92 percent in Oakland and 100 percent in San Francisco. 

By position, all groups repoted 100 percent awareness with the exception 

central administrators, 88 percent. 

Item 11 -L ^\For the wojckshop in which you participated] ... as a 
result of your participation, do you think communication 
between educators across districts has been facilitated?" 

[Appendix B-37] 

Finally, it was hoped that, as a result of tri-district collaboration, 
communication between educators would be improved. Eighty-nine percent 
thought that this had beeo accomplished, from 71 percent i^ Berkeley to 
92 percent in Oakland and 100 percent in San Francisco. Figures for 
building administrators, elementary schoolteachers and sjecondary 
schoolteachers were 100 percent, central administrators, 88 percent, 
and "other*'* educators, 50 percent. . . ' ^ \ * 

The series of questions above have dealt solely with participation 
in BALC workshops. Questions that follow deal with the other part of 
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item 9, planning the workshops, t . " 

One of Ihe-nmjor purposes of BALC was to allow educators to 
help plan their own training in order to better meet their own needs. A 
total of forty-three persons sampled indicated that they Hiad been involved ; ^ 
in the planning of one of the five workshops offered, as shown in Table II 
on the following page, ^ach person who had some experience in planning 
was instructed to select one workshop and answer a series of questions 
pertaining to the planning activities connected with it. Of the forty-tliree 
persons who had bjsen involved in planmng the individual workshops, a 
total of twenty-one answered the next set of questions, suggesting that ' >- 
there was considerable overlap among the persons actually doin^ the 
planning. For example, a person who was involved in planning '^Emergent ' 
Alternatives... might also have been involved in planning '^California 
Blends...". • . ■ 

Item 12 . "Select one of "the workshops listed in item. 9 which you ^ 

helped plan and write its name on th^ line below. " [Appendix B-38] 

The responses to this question £ire based on ?c tbtal of twenty-one 

persons, 18 central administrators and. three elementaW:schoolteachers. 

The workshops Hsted include: - "Summer '74 Staff In-Serviqe* " 7 participants; 

"We're Getting Together -to Get It Together: ,Tri-.Dis,trict' A cjministrative • 

Seminars 1975, " fou4:;^participants; and "National Trends with CaUfornia. . 

Blends, Special Education Workshops, " ten participants.' All three . 

teachers were involved in planning the "California Blends'^ workshop* 

A/ccording to districts, the representation ran from .three respondents 

♦ 
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TABLE 11 

Number of respondents who helped plan 
the BALC workshops in which they participated 



A. ACCORDING TO DISTRICTS 



VVORKSnt)P NAMt 


BERKtLtY 


OAKLAND 


SAN 

FRANCISCO 


rOTAl 


1 . , Huiniuer 74, Staff In-Seivioc 






3 


6 


V 

1 


10 


2. VVv**ra(;einngTogcllicr to Get h Together: Tri-Districl 


'3 


U 


O 


0 


Athnlnishalors Seminar 1975 














Nalional Trends with (*alifornia Blends 


: Special Education 


2 


7 " 


5 ■ 


2l: 


VVoikshops 










1 


4. I'.mergeiU Allernalives in l£arly Childhood feducffion 


2 


2 


2 


6 


5. l-'xpanding School Community Relations 


2 


5 


0 


i 


TOTAl. 


12 


20 


11 


43 


U. ACCORDING TO l»AR1 ICIPAN T POSITION 


i 




- 




* 




^ ^ WORKSHOP NAM U 

< 


cp:ntral 

ADMIN- 
ISTRATORS 


SCHOOL 

ADMIN- 
ISTRATORS 


ELEMEN- 
TARY 
SOIOOL « 
TEACHERS* 


SliCONDARY- 
SCIIOOL 
TEACHERS 


"OTlll'R" 
EDUCATORS 


TOTAL 


* 

I. Summer *74» Stall In-Service 


9 


0 


0 , 


0 


0 


9 


2. VVeVe Getting Together lo Get H 


6 


0 * 


0 


0 


0 


6 


Together: Tri-Districl Admmistra- 














lors Seminar 1975 » 












- 


3. National Trends with California 


I? 


0 


2 


0 


0 


14 


Blends: Special iiducation Workshops 














4. I*!mergent Alternatives in Early 


6 


0 


0 


' ' 0 


0 


6 


Childhood Education 














5. I:xpanding School Community 


6 


0 


0 


0 


0 


6 


Relations 














TJUTAL 


6 


0 


2 


0 


0 


41 



t 
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from Berkley to six7from San Francisco and thirteen from bakland. 



Ttom 12 -a , *'ln which of the following ways did you participate in the 

planning? (1) planning meetings; (2) personal consultation; 
(3^) memos; and (4) other. 

The results from this item are described in the following Table III/ 

It is clear that the planning activity most frequently participated in was 

''nieetings, followed closely by '^consultation, " Other types of planning 

activities cited were coordination, program speaker, and telephone ^ 

correspondence. 

, . TABLE III 

Number of respondents participating • 
^ r in.various types of pliinnin^ across districts 





BERKELEY 


OAKLAND 


SAN'FRANCISCO 


TOTAL 


MEETINGS ' 




9 


\ 

5 

'. e_ 


17 ^ 


CONSULTATION. 


2 


7 


• 4 


13 


-> 

. MEMO 


\ 


4 • 


2 


♦ 

7 


OTHER 


1 


3 


1 


5 , 



Item 12 -b , "To what extent was your input incorporated in the 

^ final plan?" 

If local educators are to have input into' planning, it is important 
that they perceive this input as actually being used. The. overall average 
for the twenty-one respondents was 3. 8 on a five-point scale (one equals 
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"not ftt all, " five equals "totally"). There \va6 little difference across 

districts, but a difference was noted across educational positions. Central 

administrators rated this item 3, 8, while elementary schoolteachers 

scored their answers at 3. 0. 
« 

Item 12 -c , "Were people from other districts included in this 

planning?'^ [Appendix B-40] 

All of the respondents answered affirmatively. 

Item 12 -d . "Asa result of these planning activities/ are you 

more aware of 'training activities being conducted 
in other districts?" [Appendix B-41] 

A total of 91 percent of the respondents answered affirmatively. 

Those less aware of this fact happened *to be central administrators from 

Oakland. ' 

Item 12 -e. "As a result of thesp planning activities, do you* 

• think communications between districts has been 
facilitated?" [Appendix B-42] 

Ninety percent of the respondents answered affirmatively. Figures 

ranged from 75 percent in Berkeley to 83 percent in Oakland and 100 

percent in Sat^ Francisco*. 

Item 12 -f. -'*Do you think, that this type^of tri-district t>lanning 

— C >7^ is productive?" [Appendix B-43] 

Survey participants scored this item with an average oj^4. 0 and 

a standard deviation of L 0 on a five-pdint scale ("totally nonproductive" 

to "totally productive"). The answers ranged from 3. 5 in Berkeley to 
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3. 8 in Oakland ajid 4. 7 in San Francisco, and from central administr<tors> 
4. 1, to elementary schoolteachers, S.^'O. 

Item 12-g > Asa result of this planning, experience, are you 

better prepared to plan staff development activities?** 

[Appendix B-44] . 

On a five-point scale ("not a<.all prepared" to "much better 
prepared"), the mean score was 4.0, with a standard deviatiofi.of 1.1. 
This ranged from 3. 2" in Berkeley to 3. 8 in Oakland and 4. 6 it^an 
Francisco. Central administrators rated this item 4. 1, and teachers, 
3.0."^ ' . 

"*> •• * 

B. STUDENT AND TEACHER ACCESS TO RESOURCE TRAINING 

(START) , r 

The items on the impact survey instrument for the START Center « 

were divided into two general categories, those concerning the awareness ? 

^ of the STAHT Center and its activities, and those concerning the planning 

and participation in START activities. These items are explored 

according to respondent position in the following summary. The data. 

tables are included in Appendix B of this volume. 

Item 1. /'Within the Oakland Public Schools is- an organization 

, ' ' known as the START Center. Are you familiar with tliis ^ 
organization?" [Appendix B-45] ' • 

Before attempting to determine the actual impact of the START ^ . 

Center on its constituents, a series of questions was designee! to discover 

\ 

the extent to which teachers were aware of the Center and its specific 
services.\ This first question dealt with the respondents* baaic awarerie.ss , 
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of START, and 96 percent answered yes.- Since the sampfing procedure 
employed was to a large extent dependent upon a person's participation 
in some START activity* the importance of these data lies it^ the fact 
that respondents were aware e^cactly where these services originated. 

. Itegn 2. "srART provides the following .kinds of services. Indicate 
with a check the one(s) o£ which you- are aware and rate 
the extent to which yoVhave used the services provided*. 
, by START: (D Edtfcation Resources; (2) In-Service Tea&her 
. . .Training; (3) Educational Consultants; (4) Information ^ 
Dissemination; and (5) Other. " .[Appendix B-46 to B-50] 

. Education Resources (iiem 2-a),. A total of 96 percent were 
aware that START offered educational resources such as. curriculum, 
material^ facilities, etc. Figures ranged from 100 percent of the 
building administrators to 83 percent of the "other" group. On a five- 
point scale ("made no use" \o :"m"ade a great deal of use"), the' mean 

' ' • • - ' ' " -> ' ' ' 

was 3. 6, ranging from 3. 1, ^^econdary schoolteachers, to 3.'8, elementary 

schoolteachers anci building administrators. ' 

\- • . ■ - ^ • . ■ , • 

•» ' * • 

In-Service Teacher Training (item 2-b). A total of. 86 percent 

were aware that START provided in-service, training, -ranging from 81 

percent of the elementary schoolteachers to 91 percent' of the secondary- 

schoolteachers, and administrators^ On a five -point scale, usage ranged " 

from 2.9 for secondary schoolteachers to 3.'3 for administrators; the 

averag6^was-3. 2, . with a standard deviation of 1. B. . • 

> f • • • '. 
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Educational -Consultants (item 2.-d). ^ A total of 83. percent were 



aware of educational consultants. Very little difference in awareness 
was noted between groups, but there was considerable difference between 
groups on use. Average ratings were 2. 4, with a low of 1. 7 ('Very 
littte use'') for^he ''other" educators, to 2.9 ("moderate use") for the 
building administrators. < 

rnformation Dissemination (START Calendar ) (item 2-d), An 
average- of 92 percent wereiajis:^re_of this service, ranging from 83 percerft 
of the "others" to 100 percent of the admitfih|trators". The overall -usage 
-rating of this- service was 3.1, ranging frgm 2.^ ("little to moderage use") 
for secondary schoolteachers, to 3.9 ("considerable u^e") for adminis- 
trators. j , . <c x ^ 

Other Services (item 2-e)* An avefage-of 65 percent' were aware \' 
of other services, ranging from 48 percent of the elementary schoolteachers 
to (B5 percent of the ac^ministrators. i Fourteen services were named, all 
of which fall under the four categories already listed. 

r 

' Use of these other services was rated an average of 2. 7, ranging 
from 2.0 ("little use") for elementary schoolteachers to 3.6 ("moderate 
to much use") for administrators. ' ' 



Item 3. "TJntil5>0f the START services' you have actually used and " 

..-^rite their names below. Please* indicate for each one 
^^^'7^^^ ^ the changes you have made in your teaching or adminis- 

..trative sytle^ Approach,. methods, or materials as a result 
^ * of that service. Please list any plans, proposals, pro- 

- '-grams or other documents you produced as a result of 
, ' . . Utilising each START service. " [Appendix B-51 to B-61] 



In the first two itfms, general information on-thg. awareness and 
use of START. services was elicited. This quantitative information is 
helpful in defining different perceptions respondents had of START'S 
impact, but actual 'outcomes -- changes in teaching or administrative 
behavior are more important in truly determining the impact of the 
Center. ^ A tontent analysis of the open-ended responses was completed 
and is summarized in the following 'paragraphs. \ 

. Educational Resources , ffiirty-one respondents indicated changes 

or outcojnes as a result of this service. These outcomes included 
completed curriculurfi individualized 'ijgading programs, enriched social 
studies units; receipts of books, . use of! laminating machine,.' reading 
games^, receipt of music materials, and setting up curriculum displays. 

InfService Training. Eleven. respqndents specified outcomes^" < . 
from this training. They included improvement of lab groups, receipt 
of information on math teaching, awareness of new nursing techniques, 
improvement of administrators, 45etter understanding of other principals' 
problems, greater understanding of bilingual problems, and use of 



cameras. 



Educational Cbn^ultants . Three respondents indicated outcom.es. 
They included greater understanding of ethnic problems and help in 
.planning for teache.r groups. 

^ Information DisseminAtion. One respondent indicated one outcome, 
the regularjuse of the START Calendar. ' 
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Item 4^ "The following is a list of tradnihg programs offered by 
START during the past year. We are interested in two 
types of involvement you havQ had with these programs: 
* ^ first, if you were involved in the planning of the training 
session(s) and second, if you w^re a participant in the 
training session(s). If you helped plan the session, then 
, put a check in Column A (Planning). If you participated 
in the session, place a check in Column (Participation). 
'^^ If you were involved in both aspects, check both columns. 
' ^ [Appendix B-62] 

This section of the instrument dealt with selected outcomes of 

the START in-service training offered to its constituents. Particular 

emphasis was placed on the outcomes of planning and participation in 

the various workshops. The following table illustrates the number of persons 

in the sample who reported either planning or participating in the individual 

workshops. ' 

TABLE I - START 

Respondents involved in Planning of, 
or number Participating 
in START workshops 

PLANNING participant' . - ^ 

1. 3 a. "Use of 35 mm Camera" 

3 3 b. First Vice Principals Gathering 



4 c. Nurses' Inservice 

3 d. Summer Institute 1975 

10 e. Administrators Conference at Asilomar 

.J f. Secondary Social Studies Weekend 

0 g. Parent Effectiveness at Howard'Schooi 

8 h. Guided Self-Analysis at Brookfield School 



4 n ^ i. Summer Workshop: "A Continuing Search 

for Human Values 

3 ^ 13 * j. Teacher Shelter 

2 2 ' k. Outdoor Education Enthusiasts 



O 3 6 1. Leadership Lab 
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TOTAL 29 65 



The totals from Table I-START clearly show that of the fifty-two 
respondents, some educators participated in more tlxan one training 
workshop, and that individuals participated in the planning of all work- 
shops, except one. . ^ 



Itein^S, "Other than those listed above, how many school-based ^ 
> in-service workshops did you participate in during the 
past year? Please specify, " [Appendix B-62] * ^ 

About 50 percent reported participation in from one to five othdr 

workshops, several of which were offered by BALC, Over twenty\five 

different workshops were named. The ones most^^equently mentioned 

included math, reading, ABC, multi-ethnic. Dairy Council Nutritional, 

and Human Relations, 

Item 6,* "Select one of -the workshops listed in item 4 in Which you 
participated and answer the next eight question^ as 
they pertain to the workshop you just specified, . 

[Appendix B-63 to B-64] 

To achieve a general view of the quality and outcomes of the training 
offered by the START Center, a series. of eight questions was asked of 
each participant on the basis, of one workshop chosen by the respondent. 
The statistics summarized in the next eight sections are based on the 
number of those who participated in -the workshops, twenty-nine, repre- 
senting twelve administrators, twelve elementary schoolteacher's, four 
secondary schoolteachersiand three "other" educators. The five-point ^ 
scale was use^ — 



^ 52 > 5,:^ 



Item^6-a, "To what extent were presentations of the training 
effective?" ^ [Appendix. B-SS]' - 

Results showed an average rating of 4,1, with a standard deviation ^ 
of !• 2^ Although teachers and administrators had approximately; the ' 
same averages, secondary schoolteachers and administrators had more 
than twice as much variation in thei^r responses as elementary school- 
teachers, - "... 

Item "Rate the quality of , the material presented in 

the training, "' [Appendix B-65] 

The average rating was 3. 9, ^ith a standard deviation of U 3 and a 

raiige from 3. 6 for administrators to 4, 2 for secondary schoolteachers and 

5.0 for "other" educators, 

Item>6-c. s"'^^ "^hsX extent were the workshop. goals achieved?" 
\ ' • [Appendix B-66] 

Results showed an average rating of 3. 6, with a standard deviation 

ot 1. 3, and a range from 3, 3 for administrators to 4, 3 for "others, " 

Item 6-d. "To what extent do you think the trad ning addressed' 
^ ' itself to some need or problem of yours? Please 
* specify." [Appendix B-66] 

There was an average rating of 3. 8, with a standard deviation of 

l^Sfl^hd a range from 4. 7 for the "other" group to 3.4 for the administrators. 

Considerably 'njore variation was found in the administrators' .data (a 

• ' 4 

Standard deviation of 1.3) in comparison with the "other" educators (.6). 

'r- *> 

Negds were identified by eighteen people. These included administrative 



513 



problems (5), lack of motivation to learn (3), individualization (2), need 
for more materials (2), understanding the master plan, growing plants 
in the classroom, the role of the vice-principal, and a variety of othoT-s. 

Item 6-e. ^"Does tbkt problem or need still exist?" [Appendix B-67] 
An average of 73 percent answered yes, ranging from 50 percent 



\ 

of the secondary schoolteachers to 100 percent of the "other" educators. 



Items 6-f & g, ''Would you want more training dealing with 

the same problem or area? ^ould you 

want more training in some other area?" 

[Appendix B-68] 

A total of 88 percent wanted rabre training in the same area, and - 
.84 percent in soirfe other area. 

Item 6-h, "Rate the extent to which you have implemented in 
your classroom the practices provided to you at the 
workishop. " [Appendix B-68] , 

Results show an average of 3. 9, with a standard deviation of 1. 1, 

ranging from 3.2 for administrators to ^. 0 for elementary schoolteachers ^ 

and "others. " * ' 

Item 6-i , ^ "Asa result of your participation in the above 

workshop, are you mare aware of related activities 
in your district?" [Appendix B'-69] 

An average of 85 percent felt more aware, ranging from 100 percent 

of the secondary schoolteachers and "others" to 80 percent .of the^ 

elementary schoolteachers and administrators. 

Item "As a result of your participation in the above 

,workshop, do you think communication between 
individii^ls has been facilitated?" [Appendix B-69] 

An average of 81 percent agreed that it had, ranging from 78 percent 



of the elementary schoolteachers to 100 percent of the secondary 
» - 

schoolteachers.' * . . 

Item 7. "Select one of the workshops listed in item 4 that you 
^ helped plan and [answer the following questions]. " 

Tb determine the impact^f th^ planning activities within START, 
a series of six questions weYe asked. The data summarized in the next 
several sections refer only to those educators who participated in some 
form of planning , and is not necessarily representative of the whole 
sample. This.group of people included seven administrators, two elemen- 
tary schoolteachers, one secondary schoolteacher, and two ''other" 
educators. 5 

s 

Item 7 -a . "In which of the following ways did you participate 

_ in planning? (1) planning meetings; (2) personal 

I consultation; * (3) memo; or (4) other. " [Appendix B-71] 

The results shd.w that 67 percent participated in planning meetings, 

7& percer^t in personal consultation, 25 percent by memos, and 25 percent 

by some other means. ' 

Item "To what extent was your input incorporated in the 

final plan. " [i^ppendix B-7I] 

The average was 4. 2, with a standard deviation pf . 9, ranging from 

3.0 for secondary schoolteachers and "others" to 5.0 for elementary 

schoolteachers. . 

Item 7-c. . "Do you think that this type of planning is productive?" 

^- [Appendix B-72] 

\. ^ 

All groups rated it above 4.5, or "totalW productive, " averaging 
4. 8 with a standard delation, of . 5. ' / 
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Item '*As a result of this planning experience, are you 

better prepared to plan staff development activities?" 

[Appendix B-72] 

^ Respondents rated this item at 3. 9, with a standard deviation of 

1. 0, ranging from 2. 0 for the ''other" group to 4. 4 for the administrators. 

Item 7-e. "As a result of these planning activities; are you 

more aware of training activities conducted in your 
district?" [Appendix>B-73] 
«~ • 

^venty-five percent answered affirmatively, ranging from 50 percent 
« 

oT the elementary schoolteachers and ^'others, " to 100 percent of the 
secondary schoolteachers. 

ItemJ?-f. "As a result of these planning activities, do you 

think communications between educators across 
districts has been facilitated?" [Appendix B-73] 

An average of 85 percent of the sample answered affirmatively, ' % 

ranging from 67 percent of the elementary schoolteachers to lOtf percent 

of the secondary schoolteachers and "other" educators. 



56 



CHA/P-TER 3 • 



DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 



i 



This chapter contains a general discussion of the results, 
summarized in Chapter 2 of this report. Conclusions have 
been drawn as they relate to particular objectives dictated 
by the BA LC project. Wherever possible, impact data from^ 
1974 and 1975 will be compared. 

As explained in the methodology section in Chapter 2, the 
current impact survey attempted to measure tlie extentito which 
two specific objectives were met. First, to what^x:tent tiid, 
educators in the Bay Area participate in BALC activitie^'at 
various staff deivelopment centers, and second, jto what extent- 
did a variety of BALC. and /START constituents share involvement 
in program development tpat met the needs^of the individual 
districts, schools and individuals. .To e3clplore the success' of these 
two objectives and their impact, this discussion wijl first concern 
. '*s, the activities of the Bay Area Learning Center itself. Then the 

* impact of the START Center will be summarized according to- 
^ ' the Oakland sample. / . , 

« 

A. DISCUSSION OF BALC RESULTS 

Before examining the results as they relate to the two desired 
objectives, awareness data from the survey will be. presented and com- 
pared[ with those, of the 1974 impact survey. The purpose will be to give 
the.i'e^der a general perception of the^xtent to which the .current sample 
of partidiparite was aware'.of the actual services provided by BALC as 
compared with results froni last year's survey. This bacKgrbund.^^ 
information should prove useful in interpreting the other results. It 



^must be remembered that .the selection of sample participants for both 
surveys was based on actual participation in RALC and START activities,- 
and these results cannot be generalized to include all educators in. the 
Bay Area, but pertain only to selected users and non-users of BALC 
and START Center; 

Awareness. Overall awareness of BALc increased about 7 percent 
over last.year. This -increase was noted not only for BALG as an entity, 
but also for three of the staff development centers, which, are partially 
funded by BALC. Percetitaged of increased' a>yareness also grew: 7 
. percent for BALC, 6 percent for TLC» 9 perceat for START, and 17 . 
percent for the SDC. It is important to note that, althoughrthe Staff 
'Development Center showefi the greatest increase in awareness, only 30 
percent of the sample indicated awareness pf the SDC, as compared with 
54 percent for START, 60 percent for TLC and Sl^efcerit for BALC. 
^^... /'^A-wareness of different staff development activities' also demon- 
strated -considerable variation across different educational positions. 
In general, a larger percentage of central administrators were aware of 
staff development activities than, in order, building administrators, 
elementary schoolteachers, "other" educators, and secondary school- 
teachers. 

On the basis of these data, it seems appropriate to^conclude that ^ 
BALC and certain of its selected components are betier known to Bay 
Area educators**now than in the past; Furthermore, the data suggest 
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that, if one assumes an educator must be aware of a service before he 
can us'e it, and that the Teacher Center's aim is to serve all educators 
across three districts, then an effort should be made to increase 
awai^eness of these ^services, particularly to educators in Berkeley and 
to secondary schoolteachers as a whole. ^ 

Objective ^ ^ '^Interdistrict participation on a regular basis 
by staff members in ^s'many BALC activities 
as desired at either df the Staff Development 
Centers. ^ 

^ * . » \ 

To what extent did different groups of educators from the three 

districts participate in, or use services from BALC? -The answer to 
this question can be determined by viewing the awareness and the use 
of specific services offered acrosg districts and educational positions. , 
In general, the services included in-service training, education consul- 
tants, educational resources (materials, curriculum, andlibrary 
services), and needs assessment. Use of these services was measured 
on a five-point scale ranging from number one, indicating "no use" of 
the. services, to number five, indicaUii^ "a great deal of use^-^of the 
services. 

/ 




In-Service -Training. BALC, TLC, SI^C and the START Center 
all provided in-service training activities to their constituents. Awareness 
of that training varied from 69 percent for BALC, 52 percent for, TLC, 
and 49 percent for START, 'to 25 percent for the SDC/ Use of the service 
ranged from 1. 3 (on a five-point scale) for those using tfie SDC, to 2. 0 

J 
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.that, if one assumes an educator must be aware of a service before he 

«\ • ■ 

can use it, and that the Teacher Center^s aiiQ is to serve all educators 
across three districts, then an effort should be made to increase 
awareness of these .services, particularly to educators in Berkeley and * 
to secondary schoolteachers as a whole. 

s. 

Objective . '^Interdistrict participation on £l regular basis , 
by staff members in as many BALC activities 
as desired at either of the Staff Development 
Centers. " • - 

To what extent did different groups .of educators from the three 

districts participate in, or' use services from BALC? , The answer to 

this question can be determined by viewing the awareness and the use 

of specific servi<?^es offered across districts and educational positions. 

In general, the services included iti-service training, Education consul- 

tants, educational resources (materials, ^curriculum, and library 

^services), .and needs, assessment. Use of these services was measured 

on a five-poirit scale ranging from number one, indicating "no use" of 

the services, to number five, indicating "a great deal bf use" of the 

services. 

In-Service Training. '^ BALC, TLCySDC and the START Center 
all provided in-service training activities to. their constituents.. Awareness 
of that t^'aining varied from 69 percent for 6aLC, 52 percent for TLC, 
and 49 percent for START; to 25 percent for the SDC. Use of the service 
ranged from h 3 (on a five-point scale) for those using the SDC/ to 2. 0 



for START, and from 1. 9 for TLC to 2. 6 for BALC. Other data show ^ 
that most ,1186 was made of in-seryice training by educators from Oak- 
land, followed by San Francisco; considerabliHls use was indicated 
-by the sample from Berkeley. Also, usage ratings were gigierally 
highest for central administrators, followed- by elementary schoolteachers 
and '*other'^ educators,^ the least amount of use was made by building 
administrators and 'secondary schoolteachers. 

These data indicate a strong, positive relationsFiip between the 
awareness of in-s,ervice training and its use for all groups, with the 
exception of building administrators., This group, although they were 
aware of the training activities, had a very low usage rating, Furthej^ 
evidence of in-service-training usage was gleaned from the forty-five 
specific outcomes from these 'activities that were note^ by the respondents. 

Overall, the data show that more educators were aware of. and^ 
made use of the in-se^rvice-training activities offered tha"n of any other 
service provided by BAIjC or any of its coriiponents. 

Educational Resources (including materials, curriculum and 
library services)* The START Ce^nter and the Teacher Learning Center 
'both Offered these educational resources. About half of the sample was 
aware of this service in the START Center, and 45 percent claimed , ' 
awareness at Tt»C. Theef^ figures varied considerably across districts 
and clearly indicafe^that, within the hon\e district, there is much more 
awareness and use of the respective facilities than outside of it. This 



information suggests that, if BA LC a purpose is .to p^ifovide a wide 
variety of -services acro.ss districts, then educators from Berkeley 
should either receive som^ form of material/ curriculum services* or 
should have'greater access to the START Center or to TLC. Perhaps 
"the easiest way to faciUtate this access would be to encourage Berkeley 
educators to .make use of the two centers. ' ' . . 

■ The data'also show that secondary schooltea'chera and building 
administrators make the least use of educational resources from START 
or TLC. This fact could be attributed to lack of awareness by secondary 
schoolteachers, but not fpr admini&frators. 

\ Educational Consultants . Consultants were provided by BA LC, 
TLC, SDC and START Center. Awareness of these services ranges ' 
frdm 59 percent -of the sample for BALC to 22 percent for SDC, with ■ 
START and T^^C reporting about 41 percent. The usage ratings vary from 
2. 1 in BALC to 1. 2 in SDC. Generally speaking, the greatest use of con- 
sultants was made by administrators, followed by eleirtentary schoolteachers, 
building -administrators and^ secondary schoolteachers. Data show that 
educational consultants are used about as much as the educational resources 
discussed above, 'but somewhat less .tha^ the in-service training. 
' - Needs Assessment. Finally, BA LC,.' TLC and the SDC all offered 
needs assessment services to Bay Area educators. Only about 25 percent 
of the sample reported being aware pf this service, and usage ratings 
are all less thari 1. 4 on the five-point scale. This clearly shows that the 
needs assessment services were the^east used service provided by the 



\ 

\^ 

Teacher Center. . ' , . . 

Conclusion \^ 

\ 

On the basis of the data from the above information, the following 
conclusions can be drawn. . ' ^ 



In San Francisco and Oakland, BALC is currently meeting its 



objective of interdistrict pa^rticipation through two activities: in-service 

training for elementary schoolteachers' and central administrators; arid 

\ 

\ ■ J 

to a lesser degree, providing educational resources and consultants. In 
the area of tleeds assessment, however, not much service is provided. 

^ Educators from Berkeley showed considerably lei^s use of all services . 

* *■ 

ft ^ • ' ' \ * 

than educators from>San Francisco and Oakland, and secondary school- 



teachers used them least of all. In terms of staiff develophient components, 

• • . < \ " ; 

the Staff Development Center in Oakland ranked consistently lower than 
either the START Center or jthe Teacher Learning Cer^ter in actually 
providing various services. ' \ 

\ 

\ 

' . ' • ' 

» . The results from the next set of items on the sui'vey instrument x 
dealt with the quality of the training that was offered by BALC. rfc\was 
inferred from the previously stated objective' that educators not only 
participate in staff development activities, but'that these activities should.^ 
be of good quality. \ Several dimensions of the training ivere assessed. 

Forty-four educators responded to the survey: eight from Berkeley, 
sixteen from ISan.Francisco and tv^enty from Oakland. To. identify parti- 



cipants further, ther^ were Iwenty-seven central administrators^ nine . ' 



elementary schoolteachers, and two building administrators and secondary 

schoolteachers. This disparity between the number of administrators 

and educators should be remembered when interpreting these data. 

■»»* * 

Respondents rated the^ffectiveness of training presentation at 
an averate of 3. 8, aS compared,jvith last year's rating of 4. 0; the quality 
of the material presented waa 4. 0, ..last year's 4. 1; and the extent to 
which workshop goals* were achieved was 4. 1, last year's 4. 0. The 
implementation of practices learned in the workshops was rated at 8. 0: ^ 
there'was no rating on implementation last year.. Thus, this year's 
results indicate a slight decrease in the effectiveness of, presentation 
and quality of n^aterial, and a slight increase in achievement of goals. 
On the basis of these data, it can be concluded that respondents were 
very satisfied with the training they received. 

Other iteyis pertaining to the interdistrict objective show that 
97 percent of the educatprs were aware that they were participating in' 
workshops with people from other districts, and 76 percent had made 
professional contacts across district lines. Ninety-three percent-said 
that they were more aware of related activities in other districts, and / 
89 percent reported communication between districts ^d been facilitated. 
These data indicate that for .those educators who actually participated 
in BALC training, BALC is meeting its objective, not only of having 
people participate in' tri-dis trict staff developm'ent activities, but also ^ 
in facilitating communication between districts. 



Objective , ***The union and' involvement of parents, classroom 
teachers, supportive district staff in program 
development to meet the needs of itidividual district's, 
schools and pupils, . 

The 'second ol^jective BALC addressed was the extent to wliich a 
,wide variety of constituents were involved in the planning of staff develop- 
ment activities in order to meet educators* needs. Several questions 
were designed.to assess the effectiveness of the planning process and 
the extent to which needs were addressed by the training activities. ^ 

Educators reported that training addressed their individual needs 

with teachers generally ranking this item higher than administrators. 

\ 

About 70 percent of alt respondents, reported that they would like further 
training in the same area, \rhis should be taken as a positive sign, for, 
if the training had been inferior, ihe respondents would not want more of it. 

Between one-quarter and one-naK of the educators surveyed he-lped 
plan 'staff development activities. Of this group, 97 percent were central 
administrators, 3 percent were elementary schbolteacher^.^ Roughly 
25 percent represented Berkeley and San Francisco, a^4,5^^e^rcent 

' , ^ ' ' ' '-^ 

represented Oakland. This group indicated an avi^rage rating of 3. 8 
on a fiver-point scale for the extent to which their iftgut was included 
in the -final plan. All twenty- two of the respondents, iljciiGated awarfenes^^ 
of other district educators during the planning, and 96^fiercent reportM 



that.communicatioris between districts had been facilitate'd^ ..These ■ 

same respondents rated the type of tri-district planning as 'Very produc^fjve'^ 

and that, as a result of this experience, they were better able to plan 
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staff development activities. 

The findings from these items suggest that, for those central 
administrators and elementary schoolteachers who participated in the 
planning of activities, BALC met its objective of involving members of 
all groups. The data do not indicate, however, the extent to which each 
group participated. It can be concluded on the basis of these data that 
BALC was successful in meeting its objective as far as central adminis- 
trators and elementary schoolteachers were concerned, but more building 
administrators and secondary schoolteachers could participate and 
that, therefore, the objective was not succesaCuUy met -for these groups. 

B. DISCUSSION OF THE START RESULTS 

The impact of the START Center, as a com^nent separate from 

BALC, was selected as one of the priorities by the project director. 

t . ' 

The disc^jf^Mqm of these i^sults-should be considered as additional infor- 
mation on>3i^tC|}^ffecJtiveness and represents the impact of one specific 
component within tHewerall,BALC effort in one local district. 

Awareness, Practically all Oakland participants indicated that 
they were aware of the START Center. In addition^ over 80 percent of 
the respondents were aware of the specific services offered by START. 
These l?qCluded 96 percent ajWare of educational resources, 86 percent 
aware of in-service training, 83 percent aware of educational consultants, 
and 92 percent ^ware of information dissemination. Since .the sampling 
procedure employed was to a large extent dependent upon a person's 
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participa'tion in some START activity, the importanc/e of these data lies 
in the fact that participants were aware not only of the service which 
they had received, but of all other services available at the START Cente 
One of the reasons participants are so aware of the START Center could 
be its central location; all services emanate from that one source, and 
once an educator sets foot in the central building, for whatever reason, 
he is exposed to all START services in some form. 

Actual use of the services, as indicated on the five-point scale, 
show that most usage was made of eductttion resources, followed by in- 
service training, info>teLation dissemination, and consultants. In . 
general, building administrators used the services more than the other 
groups, especially those of the START Center in the Oakland Unified 
Districts. Secqndary schoolteachers used them the least,, although the ' 
Oakland group used the START Center services more than the Bay Area 
teachers used any other BALC service. These.results have important 
implications for the overall impact of BALC siAce across-district 
findings showed that building administrators macle little use of Other 
BALC services. 

START offered twelve different Workshops that were assessed in 
this survey. Results show tha,t participants wer'e very satisfied >gith the 
quality of materiala ind the -effectiveness ojf presentations at the work- 
shops, but were somewhat less satisfied with the extent" to which cgoals or 
obiectives were met. They felt, generalty, that the training addressed 
their specific needs and that they woiild like more training in both^similar 



and different areas* Eighty percent of all groups felt that, as a result of 

the training, they were more aware of related activities within the district 

and that communications between educators within the district had been 

facilitated. Thus, results were consistent with the general BA LC 

findings, and showed clearly that those who participated in this t3rpe of 

staff develop meht^ ere Very favorably impressed. 
» * 

With regard to planning participation, the edu'cators iriS Oakland 
who actually took part in the workshops found the activity extremely 
productive and felt that their input was generally incorporated into the 
total plan. They also indicated that this experience helped them plan 
staff development activities in general. 

On the whole, results from the START Center survey show .that, 
for those educators, who have engaged in some form of START service, - 
it is a very productive and valuable experience and the participants would 
be interested in further use of the Center. 

C. CONCLUSIONS . ' . 

The results of the impact surv.ey indicate that BALC is meeting 
its objectives. Its users' are more aware of the variety of services pro- 
vided than they were last year. tJse of in-service training has increased, 
particularly for central administrators and elementary schoolteachers. " 
BALC and START services were used least by secondary schoolteachers as 
a group, and, as in the past, Berkeley educators' used all services less 
than .educators from either Oakland or San Francisco. 



r. 

Those participating in the training offered by BALC or START 

found it to be effective, that it addressed their needs and that they would ^ 

like more of it# In addition, input from local elementary schoolteachers 

and central administrators was considered in the planning of traditional 

staff development activities at BALC, and input from building administrators 

in Oakland was used in planning staff development activities for START. 

Asa result of these activities, commtinications between districts is being 

facilitated and knowledge of^sjmilar training activities is being shared, 

both across and within' the three districts. This increased communication 

m 

should be a step forward in making more efficient use of educational 
resources across districts. 
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APPENDIX A 
FY »75 BALC & START Impact Survey Instruments 




: ^: / BAY AREA LEARNING CENTER (BALCi 

V . • . ' IMPACT SURVEY 

SECTION l.QENERAL 

1 Within the Bay area school districts is an organization known as the Bay Area Learning Center (BALC). Are you 
familiar with this organization? . 

Yes No / 

2 Are you aware that the BALC is a collaborative arrangeraenf^ong 3 districts organized to provide educational 
services for Berkeley, Oakland and San Francisco? ^ 

Yes No 



3 The BALC provides the following types of services. Indicate with a check the ones of which you are aware and 
rate the extent to which you have-used-the services provided. 

* a. In-Service Training 

( ) .()■() ( ) ( ) ' 

mtde no use ^ w made use of 

of this ^ this service a 

service great deal 

|*b. Needs Assessment 

. ( ) ()'.()•' ( ') ( ) 

made no use made use of 

of this " • this service a 

s^ice f ^ great deal 

c. Educational Consultants' 

( ) ().()' ( ) ( ) ■' 

made no use " made use of 

of this . \ this service a 

Service great deal o 



d. Other service (please specify )_ 



( ) ' * ( ) • ( ) • ( ) ( ) , . 

' • ^ , made no use , made use of 

Q f this * * ' this service a " 

r. sefvice *' , . , great deal - 

4. Think of the BALC services you have actually used write their names below. Please indicate for each one the changes 
you have made in your teaching or administrative style, approach, methods, or materials as a result of that service. Please 
hst any plans, proposals, programs, oj other documents you produced as a result of utilizing each^BALC service. 

-a. Name of service \ ' 

Result- ^_ 



b. Name of service: : ''^^ 5l 

Result: - 



c. Name of service: ^ ' \ \ 

Result- ^ ^ 



5. 'Within the BALC there are several related organizations, includirig'.lKej .Teacher Learning Center (TLC-San Francisco), 
'^Student & Teacher Access to Resources and Training (START -Oakland), and the Staff Development Center (SDC- 
Berkeley)^ Are you.familiar with any of these organizations? (indiCat.C' by check) 

TLC START SDC ' - * 



6 1 LC provides the following kinds of service. Indicate with a check the onefs) of which you are aware and rale the 
extent to which you have used the services provided by TLC. " o 

a. In-Service Training • . 



( ) ( ) 

made^o * ^ 

use of this 

service 

b. Curriculum Library • 

( ) , c ) 

made no 
use of this 
service 

' c. Educational Consultants 

( ) ( ) 

made no 
use of this 
service 

. d. Needs Assessment 

( )• ' ( ) 

made no 
use of this 
service 

e. Other service (please specify) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 

made use of 
this service a 
great deal 



( ) 

made use of 
this service a 
great deal 



( ) 

made use of 
this service a 
great deal 



( -) 

made use of 
this service a 
great deal 



( ) 

* made no 
use of this 
service 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) - 

made use of 
this-service a 
great deal - 



7 STTART provides the following kinds of service. Indicate with a check the one(s) of which you are aware and rale 
the extent to which you have used the services provided by START. * • ' 

a'. Educational Resources (curriculum, materials, facilities, etc.) 



> 



( ) 

made no 
use of this 
service 



( ) 



b. In-Service Teacher Training 

. made no 
use of this 
^* service ' 

c. Educational Consultants 

( > ( ) 

made no 
useiof this 



( ) 



(.) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



made use of 
j^. . tbis seiyice a 
^ great deal 




d. Information Dissemination (START calendar) 

( ^ '()'.() 



( ) 

made no 
use of this 
service 



•( ) 



this seHlce a 



grej(t,deil 

■• ( ) 

- made use oP 
. this service a 
great deal ^ 



madei'useof 
-^hts se^ice a» 
great deil 



e. Other service (please speqify)^ 



( ) . 

made no 
use of this 
service 



( ) 



(.) 



( )' 



( ) , 

made ^se of 
this service a 
great d^ 



8. SDC pruvicks the following kinds of services. Indicate>with a cl^eck the one(s) of which you are aware and rate the 
extent' to which you have used the services provided by SDC. . . 

a. In-Service Training • » 



( ) ( ) 

made no 
use of this 
service 

b. Educational Consultants 

'■ made no 
. use of this 
' service 

c. Needs Assessment 

made no 
use of this 
service 

d Other service (please. specify) _ 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 

made use of 
this service a 
great deal 



( ) 

made use ot 
this service a 
great deal 



made use of 
this service a 
great deal 



V 



( ) . 

made no 
use of this 
servicfe 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



made use of 
this service a 
great deal 



SECTION 11: PLANNING AND PARTICIPATION 

9. The following is a list of training pjograms offered by BALC during the past year. We are interested In two types of 
involvement you may have had with these programs: First, if you were involved in the planning of the training session(s), 
and second if you were ^.participant in the training session(s). If you helped plan the training session, then'put a check 
in Cduqfin A (Pfanning). If^'ou participated in the .training session, place a check in Column B (Participation). If you 



, 'j^pie involved in both aspects," planning and participation, check l^oth columns. 



/ 



tLa^tning 



Col. B , 
PARTICIPANT 

£ Summer *74 Staff Inservice 

\ b. We're*Gettjng Together to Get It Together: Tr^ 

• 'Strict Administrative Serninars 1975 

' '■♦•» • 

'J - c. "National Trend^ith California Blends": Special 

'EducationAVorkshops • - 



,d. "Emergent Xltfernatives^n Early Childhood, Educatioti" 

^ e: 'Expand'ing^ehool Communi'^y Relations 

\0i :Other than rfiose listed*above, how many school-based in-service workshops did J^ou participate in during thtf last year? 
*'v * • no.^ of workshops 'V . ^ ' 



no. of Nvorkshpps- 
Sj^ecify the names 'of^ the workshops: 



1 . Select one oi^he .v^orksh6ps:li&ted^ item 9 above in which you pmicipated and writ.e its name on this Ifne. 



T r^- ^ ' ^ U hone, skip to ifem J 2 . 

• ' '\ ^ V * Answdrih^, next 12 questions as tliey pertain to the workshop you just specified on the precetfding line. 

' - ' .meff«Jtive ^ 5 



a. T<> what ex^t were pfesentations'ofllhe training effective? 



( ) 

extremely 
effective/ 



•1* 



' ERIC ^> 



A -3 



b. R2«« the quality <>l the material presented in the training. 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) '( ) 

poor superior 

c. To what extent were the workshop goals achieved? 

( ) \. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) . 

not.at air totally 

d. To what extent do you think the training addressed itself to some need o^ problem of yours? 

( ) „ ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ^ 

not at all very well 

, What was that need or problem (please explain)? 



^ e. Does that problem or need still'exist? 

^ Yes No ^ 

"f. Would you want more training dealing with the same problem or area? 
Yes No 



g. Would you want more training in some other area? 
Yes No 

If yes, please specify the area(s): - 



h. Rate the extent to which you have implemented the practices provided to you at the workshop 

( ) ^ . ( ) ( )• -^^-^ ) ( ) ' 

tmplemented . ^ implemented 

none or the ^ all of the 

practices practices 

i. Were you aware that people from other districts participated in this training? , 

Yes f No 

J. As a result of this training, have you made professional contacts with people in districts other than your own? 
Yes No 



k. As a result of your participation in the above workshop" a^e you more aware of related activities in other 
districts? ^ • , ^ ' 

Yes No' 



1. As a result of your participation in the above workshop do you think communication between Educators 
^ adross districts has been facilitated? 

Yes ^ No 

1 2. Select one of the workshops listed in item 9 which you l^elped plan and write its name on this \\ne: ^ 

: . ) 



(If you did not participate in pfinning, do not answer any more questions.] 

Answer the next, seven questions as they pertain to tj^e workshop you just specified on the preceedingline. 



ERLC 



A -4 



a. In which of the following ways did you participate in the planning? [check the activity(s) which best 
describe(s) your planning] 

0) planning meetings 

_J (2) personal consultation 

(3) memo 

(4) other, fplease specify - 



b. To what extent was your input incorporated in the final plan? 

( ) ( ) / ( ) ( ) * ( ) 

notataU I * totally _ 

c. Were people from other districts includecyin this planning? 

Yes No " Don't know ^ 



d. As a result of these planning activities, are you more aware of training activities being conducted in 
other districts? 

Yes No . 



e. As a resul^f these planning activities, do you think communications between districts has been 
facilitated*^' r ^ ^ . • 

Y£i No 



f. Do you thinH} that this i^ype of tri-district planning is productive? 

( )*• ° ( ) ^ ' ( ) * () ■()'••' 

totally totally « 

k non;productive' ^ productive 

g. As a result of this planning experience, are you better prepared to plan staff development activities'' 

( ) •; ( ) • ' ( ) ' ( ) ' ( ) ' 

not at • .much 

all * bettei^^J 

prepared prepareid ^ 



. STUDENT & TEACHER jfCCESS TO RESOURCES & TRAllNING 
SECTION I: AWARENESS; 



1. Within the Oakland PubHc schools is.an organization known asTIie START. Are you t\innh.ii uiih this tugjin/.iluMi? 

2. START provides the following kind^ of services. Indicate with a'check ^he"oiw(s) of which you are aware -and rale 
the extent to which you have used the services provided by START. 

* , .a. Education Resources (curriculum, materials. facilities.etc.) ' ' ' 



•( ) 

made no 
use of this 
service 



• X ) 



..X 



b. In-Service Tfeacher Training 

* ' ( ') . •^ ( ) 

m»dt no 
use of this 
service; 

C Educational Consultants 



( ) ■ 

made no 
use of this 
service 



( ) 



(.) 

( ) 

(') 



d. Information Dissemination (fPTARTcalendar) 



( ) 

made no ' 
u^of this 

^s^ice 



( -) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



.( ) 



( ) 



( •) , 

made use of 
this service a 
great deal 



( ) 

made use of 
^is service a 
great deal 



( ) . • ■ 

made use of 
this service a 
great deal 



mai^use of 

this service a 
great deal 



e. Other service, please specify^ 



^ I • 

made no 
use of thil^ 
service 



c ) 



( ), 



L) ■ (.) 

made use 
this service a 
great deal 



3. Think of the START services you have actually used and write their names belo\y. "flease indicate for each one 
the ch^anges you have made in your teaching or administrative «tyle, approach, methods or materfals as a result of that 
service. Please list, any pfans, proposals, programs or other documents you produced as atesult 8f utilizing e^th START 
service. 



Name of service*^: 














Result* 
















Name of service: 




• «r 






■ - ■ 




Result- - 


' 




i . 










Name of service: ' ' , ' * 


Result: _ 




-e 




















. J- 





. V 



ERIC 



A-6 



SECTION II. PLANNING AND PARTICIPATION 

J ^ _ 

4 I he tulhiwing4ta hst.nl training programs offered by START during the past year. We are interested in two types of 
invowcincnt you may have had with these programs. First, if you were involved in the planning of the training scsslon^). 
,ind second, li yty wefe a participant in the trainmg sessionfs). If you helped plan the training session, then put a check 
HI C uhiiiin A ( Planning). It you participated in the training session, place a check in Column B (Participation) If you 
were involved in both aspects, planning and participation, check both columns. 



Col. A Col. B 

PLANNING PARTICIPANT 



a. "Use of 35 mm Camera" 

b. "First Vice Principals Gathering 

c. Nurses' Inservice i 
^. •Summer Institute 1975 

e'. Admii)istrators Conference at*Asilomar 

f. Secondary Social Studies Weekend 

g. Parent Effectiveness at Howard School 

h. Guided Self-Analysis at Brookfield School ' - 

i. Sumhier Workshop: "A Continuing Search for Human Val 



• ^ , j. Teacher Shelter 



4 

k. Outdoor Edi^ati'on Enthusiasts 



1. Leadership Lab 



r 

5. Other thah those listed above. hovv^n^n>school-ba#ed in-service workshops did you participate in during the last year 
* * no. of workshops. • - ' * 

Specify the names of ihe workshops*^ i 



' 6, Select one of the workshops listed in item 4 in which you participated and write its name on this line: 



Ifnone^skip to itenfi 7.. " 

Xnswer the next eight questions as they pei|^ai)i,to the workshop you just specific on the pfeceeding line. 

a. To what extent were presentations^of the training effective? ^' 

' ( ) • . ( ) ' ..() ■ ' ( ) ' ^) \ 

ineffective . ' " ^ - • extremely effective 

b. Rate the quality of the material presented in the training. • ' ' - . *A ^ • ]^ 

( ) • \ ( )^ ( ) 

poor • < / ^ ^ j . supenor \ 

C, To what extent were'the workshop goals achieved? ' • l 

(n)- , .( y. ■ (.) ■ (' ) ( ) • 

not at aU . * Jotally 

d.:*To what extent do you think the training addressed itself to some need or problem of yourS? 

( ) (^9 • ( ) ^ ^ ( ) (\ 

notatgil • , totaUy ; 

What was fhat need or problem (^please explain)? - • 




c. Does that problem or need still exist? 

Y^i^ No^ • ' 

f. Would you' want more trainirtg dealing with the same problem or area? 
-^-Ycs No^ 

g. Would you want more training in son\e other area? 

Y^s No > . 

h. Rate the extent to which you tiiave implemented in your (Aas^room the practices provided to you at the workshop. 

^ - i ) ^ ' '() ( ) ( ) ^ \ ^ 

implemented, , ^ - . imrtemented 

m)neofthe • * • , . all of the 

practices ' ^ \ practices. 

I. As a result of your participation in the above workshop are you more awar^ef related activities irt your district? 
Yes • No^ ' ' • , ^ • 

j. As a result of your participation in the above workshop do you think coqimunication'between individuals ^ 
' has been facilitated? . ' * • \ • . 

Yes 1_ No_l • 

7. Select one of the workshops listed in item 4 which you helped plan and write its nfime on this line: ^ ' 

[If yoju did not participate in planning, do not answer any more questions.] . * « • 

a. In which of the following ways did you participate irf plannirig? (check the activity(s) which beist describe(s) 
your planning) ' * ^ \ . ' 

. (1) planning meetings . ^ * - ^' ^ 

' (2) personal consultation. 

(3) memo ' ; ^ 

(4) otKer, please specify : — I 



b. To what extent was your input incorporated in the final plan? >- . 

( ) - ( ) ( ) ^ ( ) , <\\ ' 

7** not at all • ^ . * * totally 

c. Do you thinklhat this type of planning is productive?^ 

( ) • * ( ) • ) ( ) (A ' 

totally ' ' , . • . totally 

non-prp4u.ctive * ' . ' . ' productive 

d. As a result of this planning experience, are you,^etter prepared to plan^taff development activities? 

( ) \ , ( ) : ' ( ) ^ ( ) () 

•notat ' * , Jnuchi 

^ / aU ' " ' ' * . - better 

prepared * ' f « . prepared 

e. As a result of these planningactivitie^, are you ihore awdre of training activities conducted in 
• your district? • , ' 

. ' Yes * No J . ^ ' ' 

f. As a result of tfese planning activities, do you^hink commiirticaticyi between educators across * 

; districts has been facaitate,d? * - ' * . . , ' 

^ Yes * Uo ^ : V t : 



APPENDIX B 

FY '75 Tables of Computer Data fo^ BALc'& START Surveys 



* Within the Bay Area scHoordistricts is an organization kno^yn as * 
the Bay Area Learning Center, .Are you familiar with this organization? 



A, A ccording' to "districts 





I>Y&S 


NO- 


t 

ROW 
. TOTAL 




I 2 
I ICO.O . 


I 0 


I- 2 
i; 1.^' 


BERKELEY 


I- 23 
I 63 .6 


I 16' 
I 36. k 


I- 

I kQ,U- 


OAKLAND 


•I. ' 30 
I . 96.6 


I 1 
I 3. 2 


I 31 ■ 
I* .2 8. '4 


• SAN FRANCISCO 


, I 23 
I .87.5 


I k 
r 12. 5 


I 32_^ 
I -29. U 


* - COLUMN 
TOTAL 


80 .7 


21 
19.3 • 


109 
lOG.C 



B, According to respondents' positions 



GNTdL. AOMIN- 



BLOG ADMN 



ECEH TCHR, 



SEC TCHR 



OTHR 



YES 



NO 



COLUMN 
TOTAL' 



L :2k, ] 


: • J '■ 


I Zk 


: ieo"-.o ] 


: G 


I 22. k 


:■• . 10 ' I 


1 


I 11 


: . 90 .9 I 




I 10,. 3 








37 I 


7 


I ^ kk 


: . 8't.i I 


... 15.9 




8.1 




L «i ' 


'♦O. ) I 


.."•:.6:c. 0 


I 18.7 










r ; 


f , a 


87.5 I 


. .12. 5 : 


[. ,7.5 




21- . 


I'O? 


80-.'+ ^ 

♦ 


■'. 19.6 . 


1.0 C . C 



ROW 
TOTAL 



B-l 



Vr.e you aw^re that the BALC is a coll^bot-ative arrangement among 
three districts organized to ^provide educational services for 
Berkeley, Oakland and San Francisco? 



A. According to district 







T Y - S 

I ■ 1. 


NO 

I 2.1 


TOTAL 




-0 


I 2 

I leo.o 


I J I 
I 0 1 


2 

1.8 


BERKELEY 


1. 

» 


I . 2'+ 
I 5k ,5 


I 20 1 
I >5.5 I 


UQ. (» 


^.OAKLAND' 




I • 29 
I 93.5 


I 2 1 
I '6.5. I 


'31 
28. 


V.' . ' ... 3.' 
SAN FRANCISCO . 

COLUMN 
■ ■ :■. • ■ TOTAL 


I - 26- 
I 81 .3 

• 81 ' 
7 i*:, 3 


;\ . 6 I 
I 18. 8 r 

• ^ 2 8 
■ 25. 7 


t 

32. 
29.1* 

10 9 
lOC.C 



B* According tOi^espondents' positions 





V 




•lYES 


NO- 


R,OW 












TOTAL 








I l.I 


,2.1 








' .1. 


I zk n 


• 0 I 






CNT^L ADMIN 


I H3 0-. 0 "J 


, . 0 I 


22, k 










\. 






2. 


I 10 I 


^ I 






BL.DG ADHN 




I 90 .,9 I 


■ • 9. 1 ■ I 


10. 3 




> 


"3. 


I /3 r- I 


■ 12 I 


, kk 




' ELEM T.CHR 




I :72.7 I 


27. 3 .1 


kx, 1 • 

• 
















I 6' I 


.l^*.-. 1 


■ 2C' 




SEC..TCHR 




I 30.0 I 


70.0 i. 


"18.7 


\ 




-5.- 


I 7 1 


1 ^-r 


8 , 




OTH^. _ 




I . 67.5 I 


12. 5'' I 


7.5 




- COLUMN 


; 79 


; 28 


1C7 






TOTAL' 


73.8 


. .26,2 


lOC.C 




^ ^ ■ y 









3*-a. *'lThe3ALC provides in-service training, ^ fndicate with a check 
^ [your awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used the 
service provided, ^' ' ^ 



, * A.. According to districts 







lyLS 


NO 


ROW 


> • 

Extent of Use ■ 


*> 




I ' 1.] 


[ 2.1 


TOTAL 


X 


5 

sd 




-0 


I ■ 2 ! 
I 10 i) • J 


[ -Q I 
: 0 1 


2 ^ 
1.9 






BERKELEY . 


1. 


I 21 
I . U8 .8 ■ 


i 22 1 
[■ 51.-2 I 


**3 
39. 8 


• 


' : 1. 3 

♦ 


OAKLAND 


2. 


I 29 
I 93.5 


I 2 I 
I 6. 5 I 


31 . 
2 8.7 • 


, 3.4 


■1.5 


- < • 3* 
SAN FRANCISCO 


I 23 
I 71.9 


I . 9 1 
I ■ 28. 1 . I 


32 ' 
29.6 • 


2.7 


" 1-5 


COLtJMN 
. TOTAL 


' . 75 ' 
6 9..'+ 


33 
30. 6 

' '■{' - 


10 8 
10 0.0 


; 2. 6 


1.-5 


























1 ■ 


• 


According to respondents'>.positions 


"> ' 








I YES"; 


NO ■ ■ 


"ROW 


\ 

ExtehtofUse 


* 




I 1.: 


[ 2.1 


.TOTAL 


X 


' sd 


CNTRL ADMIM 


1. 


I Zk 
I 10 0.0 


[ 0 1 

I . 6 I 


, 2't 
22. 6 


3. 9 


1. 1 

* 


BLOG AOMN 


2." 


I • IJ 
I 90.9 • 


r 11 

I 9,1 I 


11 


1.5' 


.7 


ELEM TCHR 


3. 


I 29* 
I 67. t 


I ' I 
I 32.6 I 


U3 
WO. 6, 


/* - 
2.6 


i.5_ \ : 


SEC TCHR 


k. 


r k 

I 20.0 


I 16 I 
I 80. 0 • I 


18.9^ 


1.5 


1.1 


OTHR 


5. ' 


I' ■ 6 
I 75.0 


r 2 I 
I 25. 0 I 


8 V 
^ 7.5 




1..3 _ * • . 


• COLUMN 
TOTAL 
"1— '■ 


73w 
66.9 ■ 


33 
■31. 1, 


106 
lOQ.O 

1 


2.6 


VI. 5 



ERLC 
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.'3-b. "The BALC provides needs assessment services. Indicate with a 

check [ your awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used ^ 
the services provided. . ' 



A. According to districts 





lYES 


NO 


ROW 
TOTAL • 


Extent of Use 




T ° •! 1 




m 

2 

1.9 


X 


sd 


-0 • 

4 


1 1 : 
I 50.0 : 


[ 1 I 

C . 5C. 0 I 




• 


r ■ 


1.' 


I 17 : 
I .39.5 ■ 


[ 26 I 
[■ 60. 5 I 


^♦3 
39.8 , 


_1.4 


, -.9 " 




2. 

OAJSLANO 


I 13 • 

I ki,<i 


I 1 8' I 
I 58.1 I 


31 . 
28.7 , 


1.'6 


LI " 




" - . ° 3.-" 
SAN FRANCISCO 


J 13 
I kQ,b 


I 19 1 
I 59. *♦ I 


32 
29.6 , 


1.4 


:8 




. . .COLUMN 
• TOTAL 


'♦0.7 


59.3 _ 


10 8 
ICO.Q 

*• 


1.5 


.9 





V 



B, • According to respondents' positions 







I YES' ' 


NO 




ROW 


Extent of Use j 












TOTAL 












I 1. 


I 2.1 




X 


sd 




'r 


1. 


I 16- 


I 8 


I 




3.0 






CNTRL ftOMIM 




I 6,6.7 


I 33. 3 


I 


22.6 


1.2 






2. 


I 7 


I *♦ 


I 


11 • 








^BLOG AOMN 




I 63.5 


I -66. \ 


I 


10. <♦ 




.6 






^ 3. 


■I 15 • 


I 27 


I 


uz 






- 0 ^ 


ELEM ICHR. 




I 3'7.2 


I 62k 8 


I 


'♦0.6 




•.9 


* • 




<♦. 


I ■ 3 


I 17 


. I 


20 








SEC TCHR ' 




I 15.0 


I 85. 0 


I 


18.9 




.5 / 






5. 


10" 


I 8 


I 


8- 






* 


; OTH!^ 




I 0 


I 100.. 0' 


I 


7.5 


1.0 


y^.O 












-I 










»» ^COLUMN 


• hZ 


•El** 




106 ' 


I 1.5- 


>" 




TOTAL 


39,6 


60. <♦ 




10 o.c .. 

* 


'.9 





c. *'The BALC provides educational consultants. IndicMe with a check 
[your awareness] and rate the extent to which you nave used 
the service provided. ^ 



A. According to districts 







I YES 


NO ' 


R OW 


Extent of Use 






I !• 


I ' 2.1 


TOTAL 


•X 


sd 




. -J 


I 1 
I 50. Q; 


50.0 fl. 


■ . 2 
f.9 

* 








1. 


I' ' 2j 
I. ^6»5 


I , 23 I 
I 53.5 I 


' tf3- 
.39.8 


• 1.6 . 


1.2 


OAKLAND 


.2. 


I , 23 
I 7«t.2 


i 8 1 
i. 25". 8 1 

T * T 


31 
28.7 


2.7 


1.4 


3. 

SAN FRANCISCO 


I 20 
I 62.5 
-t-.-r-.rr- 


I , 12 I 
I 37.5-1 


32 
29.6 


■ 212 


1.3 




QOLUMN 
TOTAL 


64 
59. 3 


40.7 


108 , 
100. p 


2.1 

, i 


1.3 ' . 
t-^ 



B. According to respondents' positions . — 







[YES, ; 


NO 


ROW. 


. Extenl 


; of Use 






1. : 


[ 2.1 


TOTAL 


X 


sd 


1* : 

CNT^L ADMIN' ^ } 


[ 23 ] 

[ ^95.8 : 


: 1 I 

[ 4. 2 I 


" 2k 
■■.22, e 


3.6 


1.2 




" BLDG ADMN 


2. 


[. . 9 ] 
E 81.8] 


:. 2 I 

18. 2 I 


11 
iC,k 


1. 7 . 


1.1 




el'em tchr 




[ 26 ] 
: 60.5 ] 


[ 17 1 
[ 39. 5 I 


43 
t*0.6 


2.0 . 






SEC tCHR 


4. 


[ ' 3 ] 

[ 15.0 


[ 17 1 
[ 85. 0 I 


20- ' 
13.9 


1.1 


.4 • 




OTH^ • 


5. 


[• " 1 ] 
: 12.5 ] 


[ 7 I 
[ 87.5 I 


8 

7.5 


1.1, 


1.0 ■ 




column' 

•TOTAL ■ 


62 

■ 58.5 

w > 


4'+ ' 
'♦1»5. . 


10 6 
•ICO.f ' 


2.1 


1.3 . 



• 3-d. "The BALC provides 'other' services. Indicate with a check[your 

awareness] of these services, and ^rate the extent to which you have 
used the services provided. ' 
A; According to districts < • ^, • 



• 




I YES 


NO 


ROW 


Extent of Use ' 






I '1.: 


[ - 2.1 


TOTAL 


X 


sd 




-0 


I- 0 : 


[ 2 I 
t 10 0.. 0^ I 


2 

1.9 




} 


• 

BERKELEY 


1. 


I 9.3 


[ 3 9 1 
[ 90. -7. I 


'*3 
3 9. -8 


1.3 


.9 


OW<LANO 


' 2./" 


I ■• 12 
I 38.7 


I ' 19 'I 
r 61.3- I 


31' 
• 28.7 


1.9 


1.5 


•SAN FRANCISCO 


I '-.'6 
I 18.8 


I "26 I 
I . -81. 5 1 


32 

. Z9 . 6 


1.5' 


1.2 


1 


COLUMNv 
TOTAL 


-22 
20 .'t 


86 
-79.6 - 


10 8' 
100. C 

'* 




1.2 



B. According to r espofidents ' positions 



ERIC 



CNTRL A.O.HiM 
BLOG AOMM 
ELEM TCHR 
SEC TCHR- 
OTHR 



iYES 



NO 



2s: 



r. I • . . 
I---— -v. 

,9 I ■ 15 . 
37.5 I 62.5 . 

' ' 3 I ' .8 
' 27."S I 7.2.7 
— 

- : ■. 9 I S't* ■ ; 

20.9 I 79.1- 

—I 

1 I 19... 

5. 3.. . I- 95. j' 

] 

. Q I.. ■ • B. 
;. • a I lOC.O 
... 1 ... 

COLUMN 22' a**. 

tOTAL" 20 .8 - 79.2 



2. 

3.;' 

5. 



•■^ 'ROW 
TOTAL 



2k. 
. 22.6. 

11 
'•10 . k 

1^3' 
'♦0,6 

20 
18.9 

c ■ 8" 
• . 7.5. 

■ i06' 
100. G 



L 



Extent of Use 



•.B-6 



I?... 

2.5 
1.0 

1.4 
1.2 
1. 0- 



sd" 
1.'8 

0. 0 ..' 

.9 

-.9. 

■ 1.''2 



r 



Within th^ BALC are several related organizatic^ns^ Including the 
Teacher Learning Center {^LC-San Franciscg), Student & Teacher • 
Access to Resources and T>rai,ning (START -Oakland) and the Staff- v 
Development Center*(SpC-.Ber^ley)» .Are you familiar with the TLG? 



A. According tp districts 





IYlS • 
I • f*.] 


UQf ^ 

[ 2.1 


ROW 
\TOTAL 






I 2 ] 
I 10 0.0 ] 


[ /" ! 


2- ' 
1.8 




BERKELEY . 


I 21 ] 
I '♦7.7 


[ 23 I 
[ 52.3 I 


'♦'♦ 




2. 

OAKLAND 


I 13 
I '♦1.9 


I 18 1 
[ 58.1 I 


• 31 
28. '♦ 




- 3» 

SAN FRANCISCO 


I 3J^^ 
I 93.3- 


I 2 I 
I 6. 3 I 


32' , 
29. «* 




" COLUMN 
TOTAL 


66 
60 .6 


'♦3 
39. H 


109 
10 Q.C 


1 



B, -According to respondents' positions 



r 

ROW 
TOTAL 



YES • NO 

1.: 



1. I 

.CNTRL ADMINJ .1 


. 18 I 
75. u I 


25. 0 


I 2/* 
I 22. 


BL/OG AOMN 


2. ] 


: 6 ' I 
^k,5 I 


5 

45. 5 


I 11 
I-. 13.. 3 


ElEU TCHR' 


3. 


: 26 I 
: 63.6 I 


16 
36. '♦ 


ku 

I -''»1.1 


SEC TC.HR 




: '71 
[ .35.0 I 


• 13 
65. b 


1 , 2C 
l' 18.7 


OTHR 


r 5. 

■ ^ J- 


[ 5 I 
[ 62.»5. I 


3 

37.5 


I 8 
I_. 7.5 


• 


COLUMN 
TOTAL • 


'.64'' 
59.8 


h3 
'♦0.2 


1C7 
10 0. 0 



•2*. I 



it 



"Within the B^iLC there are several related orgt nizations, including the 
Teacher Learning Center (TLC-San Francisco), Sttident & Teacher 
. Access to^ Resources and Training '{START -Oakland), and the Staff 
Development Center (SDC-Berkeley). Are you familiar with START?'' - 



A* According to districts 





I YcS 


NO 


ROW 








TOTAL 




I 1. 


I 2.1 




Q 


I 1 


I 11 


2 




I 5 0. 0 


I 50. 0 I 


1.8 


1 • 


I 19 


I 25 1 




BERKELEY 


I i»3 .2 


I 56.8 I 


uc. u- 


2. 


I 28 


I 3 1 


' 31 


OAKLAND 


I 90.3 


I 9.7 1 


28, U 


3. 


I 11 


I 211 


32 


SAN FRANCISCO 


I 3**. >♦ 


I 65.6 I 


29. i. 








■ COLUMN 


. 59 


•50 


109 


TOTAL 


5U.1 


i*5. 9 

.»»* 


IC O.C 



B, ^According to respondents' ppsi'fcions 



CNTRL AOMIN 
8L0G "ADMN 

ft * 

EL EM TCHR 

' S£C JCHR 



1. 
2. 
3. 



OTHR//: • I 

' ' GO'LUfIN 
TOTAL 



5.. 



II/; 



Y^^S 



NO _ 



ROW 

total' 



1 


.1 


2,1 


♦ ' 0 


23 
95.8 


i 


k* 2 


• Zk 

22. 


«>■ 

Q 


1 
'l 

-I- 


- 5 1 
45,-5 I 


-11 
1Q'.3' 


22 
■ 50. J 


I 
' I 
-I- 


*^2 I 
50, 0 I 


ui.i 


3. 

15* > 


I 
I 


• 17 I 
85. 0 r 


2C 
18.7 


50.0 


\ 
I 


.. ^ ^ I 
50. C I 


8 

' 7.5, 


- 58 
•. 5*t.2 




' W9 
ifS. 8 


1C7 
l.CO.^ 



/ 



"Within the BALC are several related organizations including the ' 
Teacher Learning Center (TLC-San FrancJ&e^r), Student & Teacher 
Access to Resources and Training (START -Oakland) and the Staff 
Development Center (SDC -Berkeley). Are you familiar with the SDC 



A. According to districts 





• 


T C 

I 1.] 


C 2. 


* pnw 
TOTAL 




-0 
1 


I J 

I Q : 


[ 2 
[ 100.0 


I 2 
I 1.8 


8E.5K-£L£Y 


1. 


,1 IS : 

I kZ,9 


[ 26 
I 59.-1 


I -H^ 

I U 3 . U\ 

I 23;^- 


OAKLAND 




I *6 . 


I .2.5 • 
I 80.6 


3. 

-SAN FRANCISCO 


I 8 
I 25.0 


I Zk 
I 75. 0^ 


I " 32 
I 29.-U , 




COLUMN 
TOTAL 


32 - 
29. f 


77 
70'. 6 . 


IC 9 
ICO. G- 



• ■>• . ,■ ■ ■ 

B. According to respondents^ positions ' ' ' ' 

\ » : ' 





w 




IVES 

I 1. 


NO 

I ,2. 




ROW 
TOJ-AL 




• 


1. 


I le' 


I 8 






CNT^L 


AOMI>l • 


I 66.7 


I . 33. 3 




?2>. U 






2. 


I ■ 7 


I 




" .11 


blOg 


ADMN 




I 63.6 


I 36. ^ 




10.3 




( 


^ 3. 


I 5 


I 39 






ELEM 


TCHR 


t 


I 


I 88.6 




Ul.l ' 








I 2' 


I 18 • 




,20 


SEC i 


CHR 




I IC . J 


I 90.3 




• 18.7 






T ^ 
















I ■ 6 




- 8 


QT^fR 






I ie.j 


l' 7S. 0 . 


I 


7.5 


> 
















COLUMN 


, ' 32 


75 




' 1117 






TOTAL 


2 9 .9' 


70. 1 




foo.c 



6-a. J*TLC provides in-service training. Indicate with a check* [your 

awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used this service.- 



ti 



A, According to districts 



erJc 







I YES 


NO 


ROW 


/-•Extent of Use 




I 1.] 


[ 2.1 


TOTAL 




• sd - 




-0 


I 2 ] 
I IGO.O ] 


[ 0 I 
[ .01 


2 

1.9 






BERKELEY 


1. 


I 16 ] 
I 37.2 ] 


[ 27 1 
: 62. 8 I 


^39.8, 


'■ 1'3 


.9 ' 


OAKLAND 


2. 


I 10 ] 
I 32.3.*'] 


:. 21 " I 
67.7 I 


31 
.28.7 


• 1.8 

/ 

2.9 


1.S 


^- -3. 
SAN F.RANCISCO 


1/ ^8 , ] 
I" 87*5- I 


k I 
12. 5 I 


32 
29.6 


1.4 




COLUMN 
TOTAL 


56 
51.9 


52 
kS, 1 

r 


10 8 
100.0 


1,9 


1.4 ' 



B. According to respot\dents' positions 



CNTRL AOMIN 
•BLOG 

ELEM TCHR 
SEC TCHR 
OTHR 



1. 



2. 



3. 



5. 



4 



YES 



NO ^ ROrw 

TOTAL 

2.1 

'--I 

; 6 I zk 

' 25.0 I 22.6 . 
1 

6 I 11. 

'5k, 5 I IJ.U 

I 

19 I U3 

* I 

X,b. 'I, 20 
'Q-Qit I ^'T' 18.9 <v 

— r- 1' ■ . / • 

5 - I . . "8^ 
62. 5 I 7.5 

--i, 

5k V 5 2 1C6 

50r9 .: • if9. 1 100. C ' 



1. 




COLUMN 
TOTAL 



5 5.8 



2 0.0 

3 

. .37.5 " 



Extent of Use 



_ X 
2.5 
1.2 

2, 2.- 

1.4' 



_jSd___ 

..6 

- ^ -5. 
.5- 

.5 

J. 4 



•/I 



B-l5 



7f 



"TLC provides a curriculum* library. Indicate with a check [your 
, awareness] andrafp tlie extent to which ypii 'have used this service, " 



A . According to districts* 





♦IY£S 


NO 


ROW- 


Ext^nl 


of Use 




I .1 . 


I 2. 


TOTAL 


■■ X 


sd 


-0 


I 2 
I 10 0.0.. 


I 0 
I .■ 0 


I 2 
I 1-. 9 • 






1. 

BERKELEY 


I 32.6 


I ■ 29 
I 67. I* 


I '♦3 

I 39.8, 


•1.2 


.6 


2. 

OAKLAND , ' • 

3.' 

■ SAN FRANCI-SCO 


I 9 
I 29.3 1 

I 2i+ 
I 75.^ 


I 22 
I 71. 0 

I 8 
I ■■ 25. 0 


I 31 
I 28. 7 

I • 32 
I 29*. 6 


• 1.9 

2:6 


1.4 
1.5 


i COLUMN' 
TOTAL. 


, ■ '♦5.4 


■ 59 
5*+. 6 


10 8' 
10.0.0 


1.9 


• 1.3 ' 


•V 

* / 

B". According to respondents' positions 






• % 


\ 


IY€p ■' • 


NO 


ROW 

T'OTAL 

• • / 


Extent of Use 


<* 


I ' 

I ' l.I 


2.1 


X 


sd . 


1. 

CNTRL AOMIN 


I > 18 * 
I 75.0 I 


6 I 
25. 0 I 


2U ■ 
22.6 . 


2.5 


iv's 


2. 

'•8L0G ADMN 


I '51 
I **5,5 .1 


6 _ I 
•51*, 5 . .1 


11 
10. . 


L 2 




3. I 20 I 

ELEM TCHR . -I U6,5 I 


2 '3 M 
53.5 I 


(*0.6 


2.0 


1.4 


SEC TCHR. , . 

• > 


I 3 1 
I 15.0 ;I 


1,'? I 
85.;8 I 


20 

18.9 • 


1.2.. 


:.^/-.t^!:.v. 


OTHR 

COLUMN ' 
TOTAL. 


I 1 "I 
I 12,5 I 

3- 


7 I 
87. 5 ... I- 

— • — I 

.55i7 


■". . ■ ■ 6 • V, 
7.5 '•■ 

k- " - 
10 6 •. 

1 ^.0 . q 




m^-" ■ 



6-c, TLC provides educational consultants. Indicate with a check [your ; 
awareness] of this service and rate the extent to Avhich you have 
used this service provided by TLC." • * • •/ 



A. According to districts 




BERKELEY 
OAKLAND 



lYES NO 
I 

I l.I . 2.1 
.—I 1 — -I ^^--i 

-0 1 2 1 0 1 

r. 10 0.0 I 0 I 

-I I rl 

1. ^ I 8 • I '35 1 

I 18,6 I 61, k I 
-I' r.-L- I 

2. - I 9-1 22 I 



f^OW 
TOTAL 



2 

: 1.9 

39^8 
31 



In 



SAN FRANCISCO 



I 

-I' 
3. I 
I 
-I- 

COLUMN 
TOTAL' 



29.0 I 71.0' •!• 28.7 



25 • I 
78.1 I 
1 

^♦0.7 



7 I 32 
2i;9 I 29.6 
— ^-I 

&«♦ 108 
59.3 ^10 0.0 



'•f 7 



B. According to' respondents' positions ^ 



NO 



•■'■ROW 
TOTAL 



CNTRL ADMI-^-' 



BLDG ADMN 

A 



ELEM TCHR 



sec TCHR; 



OTHR . 



lYES 

I . ' l.I. 2.1- 

• — 1-— i-— -I. . 

1. I- ■.,.■■17 .!■■ -7. I 

• r 'I;.;. ?■ o;,.8 •• ■ I ;. 29*. 2 1 , .-6.. 

•2. •• ./ •■■■i+ i- I- ' 11 

..'i .■.■■^6.'» ■/.r* r63i:.6' i 10. 
• 1 

;t*;''39..5..-^r' .-ea.s i j»o.6 

. ; ;^rl-'i- i-^iKrf li-^- -r-t 

'■ki,'\X ■ ..r::Y:.]X ."Cz 1 20 

V .• ..I.-r; 4.!5.-d.'' I 85.0 I 18.9. 

. 5,...:'Vy. vi^.r -t- 7. .1 8 

, ■ ./■;>/ .I-:- ^a4'5 '^;^;. 87.-.5'- i . 7.5 . 

. 6*; ■* I -•-'r'-V 1 - - * - - - J'' 
column' ..;-*C';^2 V ./itf.^ / /loer 
/TOTAL ..>39.6>. 60V^i'-'. .lOftic 



:ERLC 

1 . ' 



• ••■■■■ ■ • //■' ^' .. > V . ;. ' 




"4; 



6- 



d. >TLC provides needs assessment services. Indicate with a check 
[your awareness] and rate the extenfc=>to which you'hav3 used thisx 
service provided by TLC# , ^ ^ 

A . A ccording to districts 



> 


1 


lYES 


NO 


' ROW 


Extent of Use 


• V. 


% . * 


c 1.: 


[ .2.1 


TOTAL 


X • 


sd 




-0 


I 2, 


[ 0 ] 
[ ' 0 ] 


1.9 








• 


BERKELEY 


I 16.3 ] 


[ 36 1 
[ 83.7 1 


^♦3 
39.8 


1.0 


•3 ' 






2. 

OAKLAND 


I ■ 6 
r 19. «♦ 


[ . 25 ] 
[ 80.6 I 


31s. 
26.7 




.5 


% 




-' 3. ": 

SAN FRANCISCO 


[ 16 ] 
[ 50.0 ] 


[ 161 
[ 50. q 1 


32 
29.6 


1.7 


1.1 ' 


*% 

( 


V 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 

f 


31 ■ 
.28.7 


.7 7 
71. 3 


1P8 
100.0 


"1.3 


.8 



/ 



B. According to respondents' positions 




ERIC 





I YES 


NO 


, ROW, 


Extent of Use'^ / 




1 ' 1. 


I 2. 


TOTAL 


X 


*sd / 


CNT^L ADMIN. 


I 15 
I 62.5 • : 


I 9 
[ 37. 5 


I 2a 
I 22. 6_ 


1..6 


.9 . / 


2. 

.BLDG ADMN . 


I 3 
I 27.3.': 


[ " 8 
[ 72.7 : 


I 11 
[ 13. «♦ 


1.0 


» / ^ 

.0 


ELEM/TCHR 


I ^10 ] 
I, .^jJ.3 


[ 33 ■ : 
[ 76.7 


[ . t»3- 
r t»0. 6 


1.3 , 


.9 


SEC TCHR 


I \ ] 

I 5.0 ] 

*• 


[ • 19 ] 
C 95. 0 


[ 'z^ 

[ 18.9 


1.0 


.0. 


♦ 

' 5. 

OTH^ 


I u ; 

I , . 0 ] 


[ ■ 8 "] 

: 100.0 ] 


[ 8 

: . 7.5 


1.1 


.4 


COLUMN 
TO.TAL 


. 29 
27.1* ^ 


77 

, 72. -6" 


10 6 
100. c 


r 1 

1.3 1 


.8 


) 

t 


* •> 
>> 


* 


\ 







"TLC provides jother' services. Indicate with a check [your awareness] 
of thes'e services and rate the extent to which you have used these, 
services provided by TLC. " . / 



A. According to districts . 





lYES 


NO 


ROW 


Extent of Use 


f] ... 


I 1.] 


:/■ 2.1 


' TOTAL 

< 


X 




) 

-0 


I 0 
I - 3 ] 

T 1 


2 1 

: 10 0.0 I 


2 

1.9 


1 




BERKELEY 


I ' 3 
I 7. J 1 


[ '♦0 1 
[ . 93, 0 I 


'+3 
39. 8 


1.0 


.3 
1.2 


2. 

OAKLAND 


I / 6 ] 
I 19. i+ ] 


[ 25 I 
[ 80-. 6 I 


■31 
28.7- 


1.6 


• 3. 

SAN FRANCISCp 


I 13 ] 
I t»0.& ] 


[ 19 1 
[■ 59. k . I 


32 
29.6 

» 


1.8 

/ 


1.4 . 


^. COLUMN 
TOTAL 


2 0.'+ 


86 
79.6 ■ 


1Q8 
100.0' 

> 


1.4 


1.0 



"B. According to respondents' positions 





lYES 


NO 


ROW 
TOTAi 

« • 


Extent of Use - 




I . 1.. 


[ " 2.1 


•X 


sd 


1. 

CKlTRL AOMI^r 


I 9 
I 33.3 : 


[ 16 I 
[ 66. 7 I 


♦ Zk 
22.6- 


.1.8 ^ 


1.3 . 


2. 

bLdg admn 


I 2 
I 18.2 


[ 9" I 
[ 81. 8 I 


11 
10. 


1. 3 


.9 


3. 

ELEM TCHR 


I ■ 8 . 

I 18-.^ ■ : 


[ 35 1 
[ 81. U I 


k3 

tfO.e 


u 1.4 • 


.9 ■' 


SEC .TCHR 


I 2 

I 10.3 : 


[ 18 I 
[ 90.0 f 


20 
18.9 


. 1^1 


•2 

« 


•5. 

• OTHR 


I 2 : 

I" 25.0 . : 


C 6 ,1 
[ 75. G I 


8 

7.5, 




1.8 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


22 
20.8 ' 


' ■ 6k ' 
79. 2 


• 106 
l6^G 


• 1.4 


l.p 



B-14 



7-a. "Start provides educational resources (curriculum, etc. ). 'Indicate 
with a check [your awareness] and rate the extent to w,hich you have 
used this service provided by START. * ' . 



A. According to districts 





ft 


fVtS . 


NO 


ROW 


Extent of Use 






^ ^ T 


2.1 


TOTAL ■ 


X ' 


sd 




0 


I 11 
I 50.0 I 


,1 I 
50. 0 I 


•2 
1.9 








1 • 

BERKELEY 


I 16 1 
I 37.2 I 


27 1 
62. 8 I 


39.8 


1.4 


1.0 




2." 

OAKLAND 


I 29 I 
I 93,5 


2 I 
6. 5 I 


31 
28.7 ' 


« 

3.9 


1.4 


* 


3. 

■ SAN FRANCISCO • 


. I , 9 1 
I 28.1 I 


23 I 
71.9 I 


32 
29.6 


1.2- 


...7 




"column " 

, . .TOTAL, 


55 
50 .9 


53 
*f9. 1 


10 8 
10 S.C 


2.1 


1.6 / 



a- 



B. According to' respondents' positions 



















♦ 


r 




lYES 




NO 




ROW 


Extent of Use 














TOTAL 












l.I 




2.1 




X 


( sd , 




'l. 


















I 23 


I 


1 


I 


2*» 






CNT^L AOMIN 




I -95.8 


I 


• '♦.2 




2-2. 6 


2.7 


1.6 
















BLDG ADMN 


V 


I 6 


I 


5 


I 


11 








54.5 


I 


^♦5. 5 


I 


i:. if 


1.4 


.9 




















ELEM TCHR 


3. 


I 19 


I 


' Zh 


I 










I .2 


I 


55. 8 


i 


<*0.6 


2.1 


L6 
























I 1 


I 


19 


I 


20 






SEC JCHR 




I 5.0. 


I 


95. 0 


I 


18.9 


1.2 






5. 
















I 5 


. I 


3 


I 


8 






OTHR 

» 




I 62.5 


I 


37.5 


I 


7.5 


2.1 


1.-8 




















COLUMN 


5if 




52 




1G6 






TOTAL 


50.9 




*f9. 1 




10 0.0 


2.1 


1.6 














' I'll 







ERIC 




b. "START provides in-service teacher training. Indicate with a check 
(your awareness] and rate the* extent to which you have used this 
service provided by START^ ^' 
^ . / ^ ^ " . .. 

A* According to districts 







[YES 


NO 




ROW 


Extent of Use 






1. 


I 2.1 


TOTAL 


. X • 


sd . 




J ] 

\ 

H . J 


1 

[ 50. 'J 


I 1 
I 50. 0 




2 

1.9 








BERKELEY 


1. : 


[ • 15 
: 3i*.9'~ 


I ?,8 
I 65. 1 




US 
3 9.8 


1.4 


: 1.1 




OAKLAND 


2. ] 

» J 


27 

: 8 7.1 


[ 4 

r 12.9 




V 31 
28.7- 


'■ 3; 4 


1.5 




■ 3. 1 

. S"AN FRANCISCO ] 


10 
31.3 


r" 2 2 

I'' 68. 8 




32 
29.6 


1.5 


1.0 






COLUMN 
TOTAL 


53 

'♦g.i 


. 55 
50. 9 




•* 10 8 . 
100.0 
( * 


2.0 


1.5 


c 



B. According to respondents' positions 



CNT^L ADM^N 
Bl,bG ADMN- 
ELEM TCHR 
SEC TCHR 
OTH^ 



1. 
2. 
3. 

5. 



YES 



NO 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 

'-iSf— 



i.r .2. 
• -I— 

Zh 1 0 . 

10*0.0 I ' 3- 

1-? - 

6 1 5 
, e'l^.S I i»5. 5 

— 1— ----- 

18 I -2 5 . 

'♦I. 9 I 58.1 
—I 

0 I '20 

6 I 1,00.0 - 
1 

hi h ^ 
50.0 I 50.0 
--I ------- 

52 R "ih 
/'♦9.1 50.9 



ROW 
TOTAL 



Zh 
22. 6 

11 
IC.i*- 

hZ 

iio.-e 

. 20 
18.9 

' 8 
7.5 

10-6 
ICO.? 



Extenf of Use 



X 
■ 3. 0 
1. 3 

2.2 
1.0 

__1^_6_ 
• 2.0 



'6d 

1.4 
.6 

0.0 



_._i._l___ 
1.5 . 



"STAH'T provides educational consultants. Indic_ate with a check 
[your awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used this 
service provided by START/' 



A . A ccqrding to districts 





[YES. 


NO 


ROW 


Extent 


of Use * 


* 4 


[ 1. 


I 2.; 


TOTAL 


X 


sd 


0 ] 


: 1 ' 

[ 50.0 . 


I 1 : 

I 50.0 


r 2 




♦ 


BERKELEY ; 


[ 12 
[ 27.9 


I " 31 ; 
I 72.1 ; 


[ '♦3 
[ .39.8 


1.3 


.9 


2. 

OAKLAND 


i. 23 
[ Wit. 2 


I 8 
I 25. 8 > : 

_ ♦ 


I '31 
I 2 8.7 


2.8 


1.5 


3. 

SAN FRANCISCO 


I • 9 
I • 28.1 


i' 2 3'- : 

I 71.9 


I 32 
I 29.6 


•1.3 




COLUMN 
TOTAL 

c ■ — — 


'••'♦5 
^♦1.7 


63 
58. 3 


10 8 
100. C 


1. 8/ 


1.3 

^> . 






1 

f 




• 




According to respondents' positions 


r 








[YES 


*• 

NO 


ROW ^ 

tot;\l 


-i 

Extefl 


s 

; of Use 




1.; 


[ 2.] 






1. ] 

•CNT^L AOMIN ] 

am 


[ 22 

: 91.7 


I • 2 ] 
I 8. 3 ] 


[ Zk 
[ 22.6 


2.7 


1.6 


2. : 

. BLOG AOMN ^ ] 


[ 6 


I 5 ] 
I '♦5.5 ] 


: /■ 11 

[/ iO,k 


1.1 


1 

.3 


3. ] 

ELEM TCHR ] 


: 11 

[ 25.6 


I 32 ■/] 
I 7k, k/ ] 


I . kZ 
[ kQ, 6 


l.*8 


, 1.4 


k, ] 

SEC TCHR ] 


: 1 ; 

[ 5.0 


I > I 

I 9^. 0 ] 


2C 

[ 18.9 


1.0 


OuC 


* * 

5. ] 

OTHR ] 


: 3 

[ • 37.5 : 


\'TT'] 

I /62. 5. ] 


: 8 
[ 7.5 


1.3 


.7 


COLUMN ■ . 
TOTAL ' 


^3 
kQ .6 


63 
59* k 


10 6 
100. C 


1.8 


1.3' 



*'START provides information dissemination services. Indicate.. with 
a check [your awareness] and rate the extent to whicft you have used 
this service provided by START, ^ 



A/ According to districts 







lYES 


NO 


ROW 


Extent of Use 






I 1.: 


[ 2>I 
[ 1 


total' 


« 

X 


sd • 


BERKELEY 


1. 


I 1 
I 50. a ] 

T 1 ? 
I 2 7.9 


I 1 i 

[ 50.0 I 
[ 72.1 I 


2 

1.9 
39.8 


1.5- 


1.0 


f 

OAKLANp 


••2. 


I 28 • : 

I 90 .3 


[ 3 I 
I 9.7-1 


31 
28. 7 


' 3.5 ■ 


° 1.4 


3. 

SAN FRANCISCO 


I 6 
I 18.8 


I 26 I 
I 81. 3 I- 


32 
29.(=; 


1.2 






COLUMN 
. TOTAL 


i»3.5 


■61 
^.5 


. 1G8 
100.0' 


2.0 • 


1.5 



B, According to respondents*^ positions 







[YES 


NO 


ROW " 


Extent of Use 






[ 1.] 


[ 2.1 


TOTAL- 


X • 


sd 


CNTRL AOMIN 


1. : 


[ • 20 ] 
[ 83.3 


[ h I 
[ 16.7 . I 


2 2. 6 


2.5 


1.7 




BLOG AOMN 


2. • : 


[ % 6 ] 
[ S^i.S ] 


[ 5 I 
[ '♦5.5 I 


11 
.I0.«i 


1.7 


1.1 




ELEM TCHR' 


3. 


[ ■ 15 : 
[ Si*. 9 ] 


[ 28 I 
[ 65.1 >I 


2.0.6 


2.0 . 


1.4 




SEC TCHR 




[ - 0 : 
[ J : 


C , 20 I 
[ 100.0 -I 


20 

18. g' 


1.1 


.4 




OTHR- . ^ 


5. ■; 


[ ^ . \ 
[, 50.0 


[ . I 

[ 50. 0 I 


8 

7.5" 


.2.1 


1.6 




COLUMN % 
TOTAL 


. 42. 5 


ol 
57.5 


10 6 
lO.O.'O 


2.0 


i.5 





"START provides 'other' services. Indicate with a check [your 
awareness] and rate the 'extent to which you have used this service 
provided by ST^ART;". 



A, According to districts 



• 


7^ 


lYtS NO 

I l.I- '2.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 


Extent of Use 


X 


sd ^ 






















■ * -0 


I 0 


i 


2 I 


2 






/ 






I 3 


I 


100.0' I 


1.-9 








•1.- 


I 1 




t»2 I 


• kZ 








BERKcLEYv^- 




I 2.3 




97.7 I 


39.8 


. 1.1 


.6 






















2. 


I 9 




22 I 


31 






i 


OAKLAW0 




I 29. 3 




^71.0 I 


28.7 


-2.1 


1.8 




/ 


■ 3. . 


I '2 




• 30 "l 


32 






1 


SAN FRANCISCO 


I 6.3 




93. 8 I 


29.6 


1.1 


. 7 




• 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


• 12 
'11.1 




96. 
88. 9 ' 


1C8 
10 0.0 


1,4 


1.2 





B, According to respondents' positions 





lYES 




NO . - 


ROW 
TD-TAL 


. \ 

Extent of Use 






l.I 

— 1 
I 
I 

-i' 


2.] 




sd 


1. 

CNTRL ADMIN 

*• 


I .6 
I 25.0 


. 18 ] 
' 75. a ' ] 


[ 24 
22. 6 


i.r 


1.5 


i 

2. 

BLDG ADMN - 


I J 
I 3 


• I 


11 ] 
.100. 0 ] 


: 11. 
: 10. 4 


c 

1.0 


0,0 


ELEM TCHR 


I . • 3 
I 7.0 


I 

I 


kQ 1 

in 0 I 


. tfO.e 


1.4 


, 1.2 


SEC TCHR 


X . . fl 
I - 0 


I 
I 


20 I 
100.0 I 


20- 
18.9 

V 

8 

7.5 


1. 0= 


0. 0 ■ ' 


5. 

OtHR 


I .2 
I 25.0 


• I 
I 


6> I 
75. 0 I 


2.0 


* 

1.9 ' 

, ' 


^COLUMN, 
TOTAL 


11 

la.'f 




95 
. 89.6 

■a 


106 
100.0 


1; 4 " 


>- 1. 2 



' ' B-19 ' 



"SDC provides in-service training. Indicate with a check [your 
awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used this service 
provided by SDC, " . • 



ccording to districts' 



SERKELEY 
OAKLAND 
;SAN FRANCISCO 



lYES 
I 

I • 

• l 

I 

' I 
-I 

1. '. I 



NO 



-0 



. • 1 . 1 ; 

-—-I 

J I -2 
J I 100. J 
1 

16 r 27 



I 37.2 I 62.8 

:.=lT.T.Tr.-.' — l 

2. I 6 1 25 

. -.1- ig.i* l' 80. 6 

• -I I- 

3»1_ .5 I 27 
I 15.6 I . 

r-r - 

COLUMN '2 7 81 

TOTAL 25.0 75.0 



,ROW 
"TOTAL 



2 

JL.9 

39.8 

31 
28.7 

32 
?9.6 

i0 8 

looi'o ■ 



Extent of Use 



X 



■ 1.7 

- 1.1 
1.1 



1.3 



sd 



1.3 

.3 
.2 



B. According to respondents' poisitions 



^ 1. 

CNTRL -AOMIN . ' 

« • 2. 
BLDG AOMN 

ELkH TCHR 

SE€ TCHR 

OTHR 



3. 



5. 



&OLUMN 
TOTAL 



YES 



NO 



l.I 

1- 

. l** .1 
58.3 I 

1- 

6 I 



2.1 

ri 

10 I 
1*1,7 I 
1 

. 5 I 



5'»,5 I i»5.5 I 
-I -I 

5 1 38 I 



ROW 
TOTAL 



ZU 
22.6 

,• 11 
10.4 



5 1 38 I i»3- 

Vl.6 I Ulk 1 i»0.6' 

-r^rf^-— I -I---I 

I I 19 I, 20 

5.0' I 95iO I J.8.9" 

— T--r-,I —I • 

i I ' . • 7 .1 8. 

12.5 -I 87.5. I 7.5 

I- I 

27 I, 79 106 

25.5 ' 71*, S lOC.G 



B-2d 



Exteht of Use 



X 



1.7 
1.6 

1.2 
1.2 
1.1 



1.3 



sd 



1.'4 

'1.3 

. .5 
.4 

X 

• .4 



.9 



8-b. SDC provides educational consultants. Indicate with a check [your 
awareness] and rate the' extent to which you have used this service 
• provided l^y SDC. " 



A. According to districts 







lYt.S 


NO 


ROW 


Extent of Use 






I 1.] 


C 2.1 


TOTAL 


.X • 


sd 






-0 


I- a J 

I 0 ] 


•21 
[ 100.0 I 


2 

1.9 ] 




• 






•' ' 1,- 

BERKELEY 


I l'3 ] 
I 30.2 ] 


[ 69.8 I 


Ho* 

3 9.8- 


1.6' 


1.2 






2. 

OAKLAND 


I 5 ] 
I 16.1 ] 


[ 26 I 
[ 83.9 I 


31 
28.7 


.tl 


.3 




« 


3. 

SAN FRANCISCO 


I 12.5 ] 


: 2a, I 

: 87.5 I 

86 
79. 6 


32 
.29.6 


l.o 




> 




COLUMN' 
' TOTAL 


I 22 
20 ,h 


10 8 
1 0 0 . C 


1.2 


.a 



B. According to respondents' positions . 



ERIC 







I YES 


NO 


ROW, 


Extent. of Use 










TOTAL 










I ^ 1.] 


[ 2.1 






sd 




1. 


I 13 ] 


[ 11 I 


2k 






CNTRL AOMIN 




I 5k, 2 ] 


: .k5, 8 1 


22.6 


1.7 " 






2, 


I 6 ] 


[ 5 I 


11 






BLOG. ADMN 




I 5k, 5- ] 


: i*5. 5 I 


lQ,k 


1.4 ■ 


1.2 




3. 


I 1 ] 


k2 I 


k3 ■ 






elem'tchr 




I 2.3 ] 


: 97.7 I 


kQ,b 


1.1 


. .4 




If. 


I 1 ] 


19 I 


2C 


1.2 




SEC TCHR 




I 5.0 I 


95. 0 I 


18.9 




. 5. ■ 


I 1 I 


7 I 


8 • 


1.1 




OTHR 




I 12.5 I 


87. 5 I 


. 7.5 


.4 


COLUMN 


22 


' 'Qk 


10 6 






TOTAL 


"210.8 


79.2 


ICO.C 


1.3 

1 


.8 

4 






B 


-21 














' *>» 






r 



'^SDC pVovide'^ ne^eds assessment services. Indicate with a ch^ck 

(your awareness] and rate the extent to which ydu have used this 

service provided by SDC/' ^ . 

♦ 1. • * , ' * 

A. According to districts 







lYES 


NO ' * 


ROW 


l')xtent of Use 




t 


I 1.] 


: ^2.1 


TOTAL 


X 


sd 




. -0 


I . J' ! 
I J •] 


[ 2 I 

: 100.0 I 


2 

1.9 ' 


1 ' • 




• • 

Berkeley" 

< ■ 


' u 


i 1 1 J 

I>. 2 5,6 ] 


; 32 1 

7'*.'^ I 


^♦3 
39. 8 


1.5 


1.2 


OAKLAND 


2. 


I 7 ] 

I - 15.1 ] 


2 6 I 
33.9 I 


31 
28.7, 


1.1 


^3 


3. 

SAN FRANCISCO 


I H I 

I . 12.5- I 


2-8 I 
87. 5 I 


32 
29.6 


1.0 


ft N 

.2 


> 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


. .20 
18.5 


88 
81. 5 


1C8 

ICC.C ■ 


1.2 


.8 



B. A fording to respondents^ positions 







lYFS 


NO 


V 

ROW 
TOTAL 


f 

Extent of Use 






>i , 1.: 


[ 2.1 


X 


sd 


CNTRL . ADMiNi 


1. 


'I' 12 
I 50. 0 ] 


12 1 
[ 50. 0 I 


2U 
22. 6 


- i.5 


,1.3 • 


3LDG ADMN 


2. 


• I 5 ] 
-I '♦5.5 ] 


6 I 
[ Sk,5 I 


• 11 


. 1.6 


1,3 


ELEH TCHR 


3. 


I . 2.3 I 


'♦2 1 
97. 7 I 


uz 

'fC.e 


\ 1-1 


.4 - 


SEC TCHR 

» * 


V. 


I i I 
I 5.j" j 


) 1 
19 I 
95. 9 I 


20 
18. 9 


■ 1.2 


.■4 ' . . 


OTHR 


' 5. 


I ' t I 
I 1-2..^ 


•7 -r 
87.. -5 I 


' 8 
•7.5 


f 

1.1 

* 


• .4 _ 


COLUMN 
• ' TOTAL 


20 
18.9 


86 ^ 
81. 1 

» 


. 10 f 
lOC.C 


1,2 


.'8 



• ' . • — ■ 

B-25 



"SDC provides 'other* services. Indicate with a check [your awareness]) • * 
and rate the extent ib which you have i:\sed these services provided 
by SDC. ' ' ' 

A, . According to districts 











Kin 


D n LiA * 

KUrri - 


'ExtentofUse 








l.I ■ 2.1 


TOTAL 


X 


sd 


* 


- -0 




0 
0 


I 2 1 
I 100.0 I 


i 




* 


1 


BERKcLEY 


r. 




2 

'♦•^ 


I . VI .1 
I 95.. 3 I 


■ 

39.8 


. 1.3 


.9 / 




' " 3 

OAKLAND 


2. 




2 

' 6.5 


I , 29 I 
I .93.5 I 


31 • 
28.7 . 


• 1.1 


.3 . . 




, f^PANCISCO 




3.1 


• I .• il I 
'I- 96.9 I 


32 

■ 29.t6 


1.0 








COLUMN 
rOTAL 




5 


• • 10 3 
' 9^. <♦ 

^ i 


10 8 
d.0 C .C 

' • ' > . 


1.1 


.6" 


•V 



B, 'According^lx? respondents' positions 





lYES - 


NO 


ROW 


1 . 

Extent of Use 








TOTAL , 










r 1. 


I 2.1 




• -x' - 












/ 








i. 


I . 


I 20 1 






4 




CNT^L ADMIiNj , 


I 16.7 


I 83. 3 I 


22. 6 


1.4'' 


•'. i. 1 




2.. 


I ^ "o- 


I -11 I 


11 


1.0 






8LDG ADMN ' 


I vJ 


I 100. Q I 


10. 


6.0 




3. 


I 1 


I i+2 I 










ELEM TCHR , 


I 2.3 


I 97rf7 I 


^♦0.6 ; 


1.1 


.3 •' 






I 0 


I 20 1 


2C 








SEC TCHR 


I 0 


I 100.0 I 


• 18.9 


\ 2 


.4' 




5. 


I ■ o' 


8 I 


^' 








othr'. 


I 0 , 


^'too.'o I 


7.5 




.4 




COLUMN 


5 


101, * 


10 6. 








TOTAL ' 

* . 




95.3 


lO'O.G . 


1,1 > 


.6 • 





*ll-a. *'To what extent were presentations [of the workshop in which you 
participated] of the training effective? 



A. *According'to districts 



ROW 





^ innef- 
fective 


effective ^ 


very " extremely 
effectived effective^ 


TOTAL 


1. 

BERKELEY 

• 


I 2 * 
I 33.3 


I 0 I 
I 0 I 


. 1 I 
16.7- I 


3 I 
50.0 I 


6 

20.0 


2. 

OAK-UA»0 


I "0 
I J 


I 5 I 
I 38.5 I 


. 6 I 
1*6.2 I 


2 I 
I5,k I 


13 
'♦3.3 


•3. 

SAN FRANCISCO 


I 1 
I 9.1 


I 11 
I " 9. 1 . I 

T ^ T 


. 6* I 
5'*.5 I 


" 3 I 
27.. 3 I 


11 

36.7 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


• 3 
10.0 


6- 
' -20.0 


13 
^♦3. 3 


8 

26.7 • 


<^ 30 

,1Q0,.0. 



' 0 








« > 


* 








B. 


A'<icording to n 


jspondents' 


positions 

* 












> 


« 

■ inef- 
p fective 


very 

■'effectiv^ef fective ^ 


extstemely 
eff Active^ 


ROW 
TOTAL 


X 


■sd 


> 

CNTRL ADMIN 


1. ] 


: 1 
: ,5.6 


I ' 3,' 
I 16. 7 


I 9 I 
I 50.0 I 


5 I 
27.8 I 


■•• 18 • / 
■ 60. e 


^ 3. 9 • 




bi6g aomn 


2. ] 


: ■ 0 
: Q 


I 1 
I 100. 0 


T '"^ T 

I 3 1 


0 -1 

,0 'I 


1 

^ 3.3 ; 


.. 3.0 


0.0^ 


ELEH TCHR ' 

< • * 


3. ,1 


'. j 

3 


I . 2 
I 33. 3 


I 3 I 
I 5C.C I 


1 - I 
16.7 I 


• 6 
'2 0.0 


3.8 


•r, 

.8 


StC TCHR • 


k, I 


' 0 
J 


I 0 
I 3 


I CI 

I ^ .1 


• r 2 1 
.IJJ.O I 


•2 
6.7 


5.0 


0.0 


r 

OTHR 


5. " I 


2 

66.7 


I 0 
I 0 


I 11 
I 33.3 I 


0 I 

0 I, 


3/ 
10. C 


2.0 


1.7 


"column 

■ TOTAL 


3 

lOnQ ■ 


6 

■ 20. 0 


13 
^♦3. 3 

» * 


8 

26.7 


■ 3G 
100.0 


3.8 


1.2 



B-27 



• * ' 



11-b. 



'Hate the quality of the material p^€^.aented '|,h the training [of the 
workshop in which you par ticipatecl^y** 1 *k; . / / , 



A. According t^D districts 




BERKELEY 



OAKLAND 



2. 
3. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

COLUMN 
TOTAL. 



2- I ■ 2 I .•■ Vii? 
1'*.3 I 28.6 J : 28.6 I ' 28.6 I '^Z'h 

^ ;i- ^.-i- I 

^ I - 2 I :■ 7 r. k 1 

J J 15. I 53.8 li; 30,8. ...I 

^ ^ 0 I ■•. ; 5 I' : ': k I • 10 - 
^l*^ J 0 1 5;0.0 IV; '♦0.0 I 3-3;3.- 

^ I ^ ■ ■' 10 

^» 13. 3 4&.7 • ■. 33.3 



3D '^^ 
100.0' 



-V 




iB, •Accordirig to respondents' positions 



ROiW 
TOTAL 



..L ■ ■ -. — ---r^..,.. 

l-i" -X/' ' ' ^> "■ t- ' 1 /l ' . ■' i 1 I ■ ':■ : 6; ^8;, ; 



CNT^u APMIJ4 jv-:- -^^ •:"5.6v I,.. 6i.;i • I .:3-3 ,i3/. '-6 a;^'- 




SEC TCHR 



OTH^ 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



■ ^:-l ■---^i'e^rr-r>r.rriVr^^^^^ • •U'l • •■ 

-I ^l^^'^-^^^f-r^r-^^^^^-r^rr^-'^ ■•. ^'\yA ; - 

2 ■- T. A* ••. •> :V.; 1 , .- -.-Vi a • \ H 
6.7 i3i;S'.'(i:.<u6.7, \;,;,Vv3:^,\3\, V\io*,\6. 



0.0 ••: 



0.0 

.1.1 



ERIC 



.- / 



• • • • ...•;•/••■ . - ■ ^ ■ .. • 

., 'V' U-cj ''T.b.Ty.M..^?{:tent were the workshop goals [in which y6u^artipriiDat^3 



• ,.•-.*.♦• •/ 



A. According to districts 



I 8jE<K£LE Y' 
I.OAkLAMo' 



^ot at all^' ^ some;^"j^ 

1 . I J ■ i. •■ i- ■' 1 
; • I a I ' 16.- 7: I. 

-•I- - J- - - ... — -.J. 

r ' -I • ''-^ i I-- .. p'.;i 
• .-I - - 1' — — I • 

•■■ •■ -3.^' -.I.. 1 .-I •■- -O- I 

'^•AN PRANCI^GO V- J 9.x. I ^ ^ 

I, -I. 

' ' • ' CDLUMN Jl •' , . . 1 

■•' -lyofAL-. • - ' '3.1 -3*3 , 



^ '' TOTAi 

CI. 3 ■ I .'.a^V -I- ■ 6 

0 ■ I ' 50.0 I 3':^*^-.-'i- 20. 0. 

. ' u I 7 I ■ • .■•:-.-2 A3 

30.8 I 53.8. I ,l'^>'t ■ I >j^3 

1 I 6 v I- • 3' -.i.. - ^ti: 

9.1 I 54.5 ri .■2'7,.3. i;^'36.'r 

5 16* ', ' ,7,'^ ' 30 

16r7 53.'3' . g3.3 -100. t) 



B. According to respondents,' -positions ' 



ROW " 
' TOTAL 



CNTRL ■A0MI>4 
.9ub6''-ADMN . 



E'LEM TCHR 



1. 



2. 



3. 



I 

■I" 
I 

I 
I 



0 



I • 

'•' 0/ -i .■ 

• :,j -'I 
./ j.- I 



- .. I.' 

-■■■3^ -I 


.half 1^; 


■ . . iP2 St • 


I 
-I- 




I 
I 


/ 

• 


■2- } 


: 11' 


I 


k 


i 


17 


.- 0 I 


±1,6 ] 




I 


23.5 


I 
I 


56. 7 


■ 0 I 


1, ] 


[ .' A 


I 


♦ 

0 


I 


2 


. .'-•.O I 


5,0 ..c : 


[ , 50.0 


I 


0 


I 


6.7 


0 I 


•; 1-- ] 


[ • • h 


I 


1 


I 


6 


• -0 I 


I'e. 7 . ] 


[' 66.7 


I 


16.7 


I 


20.0 



•SeC-TCHR 



,V. I 0 1 0. 

i.-' J I ,0 


■5. I . II 1 

I 3 3.- 3 I 33. 3 

-I I 

COLUMN 1 '1 

TOTAL 3.3 3.3 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•i 



0 I 


• 0 


I 


2 


0 I 


, 0 


I 


100.0 


.1 1: 


' 0 


■ I 


0 


33.3 I 


0 


I 


0 


• 5 ' 


16 




7 


16.7--- 


53.3 




23.3 



2 

6. 7; 

• 3- 
10. 0.. 

30 

■100. 0 



. X 
4.1 

3.5 

4.0 

.5.2 

.2.0 
3.9: 



sd 
.6 



0.1 

l;i 



It- 

'C' 



ERIC 



B-29 



U-d. **To what extent do you think t|ie training [of the workshop in which 

you participated] adjdressed itself to some need or problem of yj^urs?*' 



A. According to districts 









* 






V 


TOTAL 










^lot at all *• 


little : 


^somewhat ' 


^pretty well very well ^ 








BERKELEY 




I .] I 
I J.I 


1 : 

Ik, 3 


[ 2 
f 26.6 


I 0^ 
T n 

1 u 


I '♦I 


7 

22. 6 






« 

OAKLAND 




I J I 
! ^ ^ 


- 0 

n 


[ 5 
I 38.5 


I 2 
I 15. 


I 6 1 
I ' J+6.2 I 


ii 
«+l. 9 






. 3. 

SAN FRANCISCO 


I ' 1 I 
I 9. 1 I 


1 

9. 1 


[ i 
I 9.1 . 


I & 
I ^5.5 


I 3 1 
I 27,3 i 


1 1 

35.5 






COLUMN 
TOTAL 


i 

3.2 


2 

6. 5 


8 

25.8 


7 

22.6 


13 
'♦1.9 


31 
luO. 0 














- 










B.. 


According to respondents' 


positions 












f 




' ^ot at aril- 


^ little 


I somewhat 


pretty, well very well] 


ROW 
. TOTAL 


X 


sd 


CNTRL AOMIN 


1. 


I- i 
I 5*6 


I 6 

> 

I D 


I 5 
I 2'7, 8 


I . if 
I 22.2 


' I " i I 
I kk,k I 


18 
58.1 


4.0 


1;1 


BLDG ADMN- 


2. 


I 0 : 

, I j ' 


[ 0 

I 3 


I ' 2 
I ICG-.C 


I ^ 0 
I 0 


I 0 I 
I 0 I 


2 

6. 5 


, 3.0 


b.o 


ELEM TCHR 


3. 


I J ] 
I 0 : 


.'2 


I 1 
I 16.7 


I ■ ' 1 
I 16.7 


I <♦ I 
I 66.7 1 I 


.6 

19. H 


4.5 


.8 


SEC TGHR 




I 0 : 
I ' 0 : 


[ ■ 0 
[ 0 


I 0 
I 0 


I 1 
I 50.0 


I 1 ■ i 

I 50.0' I 


2 

6.5 


4.5 


* 

.7 


OTHR 


5. 


I J : 

- I , 0 ] 


[ 2 
[ 66.7 


I * o 

I 0 


I 1, 
I 33.3 


^I 0 I 
I 0 1 


3 


2.7 


1.2 


t • • . 

CJLUMN 

TOTAL 

1 ^ 


1 

.3.2 


2 

6. 5 


8 

2.5.8 


7 

22.6 


■ 13 
'^1.9 


31 

i:o,o 


3.9 




,1.1 



J. 



B-30 



11-e. ' ''Does, that need or problem still exist? 



According to districts 






• 

• 




• 


lYLS 


NO 




•\\Jri • 


V 








T n T A 1 




I l.I , 


P T 














1. 


I 5 


I ■ 


2 I 


7 


BLRKc LEY 


I 71. H 


I 


? a CI: T 

b 1 
















I 9 


I 


0 X 


1 7 


. OAKLAND cC: 


I 75.3 


I 


25. 0 I 


1* 1 . 












. 3. 


I 7 


I 


3, I 


IC 


SAN FRANCISCO 


I 70.0 


I 

— 1-- 


3G. Q I 


3t*.5 


•COLUMN 


21 




8 • 


2Q 


TOTAL. 


7 2,^ 




27. 6 


leo . 3 



B. According tb positions 6f respondents ' ^ 











' • - 

^ iy'es 
" I • I 


NO ■ , 
.1 ■ 2.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 


• 




1. 

CNTRL ADMIN ,^ 


I 13 
/I 76.*5 


I '♦I 
I 23> 5 I 

\ T 


17 

56.6 




f 


. ' , BLpG AOMN 


,■ 2. 


I . 2 
' ; I '10 0.0 


I 0 I 
*I 0 I 


• 2 
- . 6.9 , 


« 




^ELEM TCHR 




I .2 
I '♦0.0. 


I 3 1 
I 60.0 I 


'* 5 
17.2 - 






SEC TCHR 




;. I' - 2 

I ICO. J 


' I ■ 0 1 
.1 CI 


2 

6.9 






OT^IR 


5. 


I .2 
I 66.7 


I 11 
'I 33.3 I 


3 

10.3 


1 






COt'-Uf^N 
•TOTAL 


" 21 
c72.4 


8 

27.6 


29 

' 100.0 


ERLC 




' */ 




B-3r. 


"A V 





11-f. ^'Would you want mo^'e training dealing with the same problem 
or area?*' 



A. According to districts 



r lYES 



ROW 
TOTAL 



* 1 


l.I 


2.1 




1. j 


s 5 I 


• 2 I 


7 




: 71, k I 


28. 6 I 


23. 3 


'2. 


3 I 


5 I 


13 


oaklan^ 


[ 61.5 I 


38. 5 I 


U3. 3 


. ' 3. ] 


[ ■ 81 




10' 


SAN FRANCISCO ; 


L 6Q.Q I 


20. 0 I 


33.3 


COLUMN 


21 


9 


3G 


TOTAL 


70.0 


30. 0 


.100.0 



B. * According to respondents' positions 



1 



ERIC 





• lYES- 


NO 


ROM . 
TOTAL 


V 


I 'l.I 


2.1 




1. 


I ^ It* I 


3 J 


17 


.CNT^L AOMIN 


I ^ '82. <♦ ^ I 


17. 6 I 


,56.7 


2. 


*I 1' -I 


1 J 


2 , 


BLDG ADMN 


I - §C. J ^ I 


. 50... 3 I 


6.7 


3. 


. I • 3 1 


"31 


6 


ELEM^TCHR 


•I 50.3 ^I 


50.- 0 I 


2Q. C- 




.1 ' 2 1 


0 I 


2"" 


SEC TCHR 


I 100. a 1 


0 I 


5.7 




111 


2 I 


3 


. 'OTHR • 

T 


I 33.3 I 


66.7 -I 


10. C 


COLUMN 


- 21 ■ 


9 


30 


TOTAL 




33. 0 


1 c D . : 




> 













/ 



U-g. ''Would you want more training in sonie other area.?" 



A, According to districts 



ERIC 



t 


lYcS 

r 1. 


NO 

I 2. 


TOTAL 


1. 

BERKcLEY , 


I fa 
I 85.7 


I ' ; 

I 11*. 3 


[ 7 
[ 24.1 


' 2 
OAKLAND 


I 9 
I 75. J 


I 3 
I ' 25. 0 ; 


r '12 

[ Hi. 4 


3. 

SAN FRANCISCO 


I' 3 ■ 
I 80.1] 


I 2 : 
I 20.0 : 


: 

r 34.5 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


23 
7:9.3 ' 


6 

20.7. 


100.0 


\ 






i 


B, According to respondents 


' positions 




/ 


lYcS 

C l.I 


NO 

2.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 


. . 1. 

CNTRL AOMIN 


r 1^ I 

I 88.2 I 


2 I 
11.8 I. 


17 

. 58.6 


2. '. 

BLOG AOMN ; 


I ' i. 1 
I 50.0 I 


1 I 
50. 0 I 


^ 2 

6.9 • 


3. 

ELEM.TCHR ] 


C k 1 
[ 80. J I 


1 I 

2o: 0 I 
t 


5 

17.2 


' . 4, : 

SEC TCHR : 
ir -] 


[ 2 I 
[ 10 6.0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


2 

6.9' 


■' 5. ] 
OTHR • ] 


: 1 r 

: 33.3 \ 


'Z' 1 
66. 7 I 


5 

1.0.3 


■ COLUMN 
TOTAL 


23 . 
79.3 


' 6 
20.7. 


29 • 
100.0 . 




B-33 

« 







*\Vere you aware that people from other districts participated 
in this training?'' - • , . 



According to districts 


« . 








■IY£S 

I l.I 


3. 


ROW 
TOTAL 


1.. 

BERKiLEY 


I . ~6 I 
I 85;=7 I 


^1 
lif.^3 , 


[ ^ 

I Z^X 


. ■ 2. 
OAKLAND 


I 13 I 
I ICO. J I 


a 

0 


[ • 13 
I Ui»,8 


3. 

SAN FRANCISCO 


I 9 1 
I ICC.O I 


0 

0 : 


C 9 
[ 31. C 


• COLUMN 
TOTAL 


28 
96.6 


1 

3. H 


29 
100. C 


p 

< 

** » 

\ 

\ f- * 

According to respondents' positions 

»- , 1 1 . 




lYES 

1.1 


3.1 


ROW 
TOTAL' 


1. 

CfttRL* AOMIN 


[ 16 I ' 
[ 9tf.l I 


1 I 
5. 9 I 


• 17 . 
58.6 


■ 2. 

' . BLDG AOMN- ] 


['21 

[ ica,.o I 


'0 I 
'0 I 


2 


3. ■: 

ELEM TCHR , ] 


: 6 I 

[ lOO.Q I 


0 I 
0 I 


6 

20. 7 


SEC ^CHR • ] 


C . 2 'I 

: ICO. J I 


3 I 
0 I 


2 

6.9 " 


i 5. ] 
OTHR 1 

' ' •»] 


2 I 
ICO.O I 


0 I 
0 'I 


2 

6.9. 


C3LUMN 
TOTAL 


• - 28 
96.6 


1 

3. if 


29 
lOO.O 


B 


-34 







"As a'result of this training, have you made professional contacts 
with people in districts other ^than your-own ? • ' 

A. According to districts' 



• 


lYtS 


NO • _ 


ROW 








TOTAL 


\ 


T 4 

1 1 


. I 2 » I 












1 • 


I 6 


I. 1 I 


'7 


BERKELEY 


I 85.7 


I 14. 3 . . I 




• 2. 


I 8 




13 


OAKLAND 


I 61.5 






3. 


I 8 


r-""\ 


' 9 


SAN FRANCISCO 


I 88.9 


I 11. 1 ,1 


. -31.0 


^ COLUMN 


. 22 


7 ■ 


. 29 


. TOTAL 


75.9 


Zk, 1 


10 0.0 



< 



V 

B.- According to respondents' positions • 





y.IYES 


NO 

[ 2.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 


1. 

CNTRL AOMIN • - 


I 16 
I .94..1, ] 


[ 1 I 
[ 5. 9 I 


17 
58.6. 


2. 

BLOG ADMN 


.1 2 : 
I ICU.C ] 


: 0 I 

[. 0 I 


2- 
.6.9 


IP 3 . 

• ■ ELEM TCHR 


i ■ 2 ] 

I' 33.3 : 


H I 

[ 66.7 I 


20.7 


SEC,;TCHR^ ' " 


I ; 2 ] 

r 10 0.0 ] 


[ 0 I 
[..01 


2 

6.9 


OTHR* ; 


I a ] 

.1 \ 


2 ,1 
[ 100.0 I 


2 

6.9" 


• COLUMN' 
TOTAL 


22 
75.9 , 


7 

2<*.l . 


- 29 
ICO.C 



B-35 



ll--k« **As a result of your participation in the above workshop, are 
. more aware of related activities in other districts?*^ 





- 


A 


^^ccoramg to oisiricis 


* • 




• 


♦ 


• 






lYES . 

? . • • 1.] 


NO ^ ^ 
[ ^ , 2,L 


ROW 
TOTAL 








• BERtCELEY 


I 6 " ; 

I 85,7 ; 


[ \ 11 
[ li»,3 I 


7. 






■ ^ / 


2. 

♦ U H M IN U 


I ' 12 ; 


[ ' 1 -I 
r '77 T 


13 

'♦H, 8 




• 




3. 

SAN FRANCISCO ' 


I 9 ; 
I iGO,o : 


[ d I 
[ 0 I 


• 9 
31. C 








COLUMN 
• TOTAL 


27 

■ 93,1 


2 

a, 9 


'29 

100. c ; 



1^. 



AccordlngJ;o respondents' positions 











1 




• 


lYES 


NO 


ROW , 










TOTAL 






I l.I 


2.] 






■ 1. , 


I , 15 I 


2 ] 


: — 17 


CNT-RL AOMIN 




I 88.2 ■ I 


11. 8 - ] 


[" 58.6, 




2. 


I . 2 I 




'■ ' 2 . 


. BLDG ADMN 




.1 ICO. 3 I 


tf . ] 


[ 6, 9 




3.^ ' 


I 6 : 


: 0 ] 


L ^ 

: 6 


ELEM JCHR . 




I ioo;o ] 


: 0 ] 


[ 20.7 






1 2 ] 


: V. 0 ] 


: " 2 


S-EC. TCHR 




I 100^0 


: " 0- : 


[ 6.9 






I 2 ] 


[ 0 ; 


[ 2 


OTHR 




I 10 0.0 ] 


: 0 ; 


[ 6,9 


COLUMN 


27 


2 


29 


TOTAL 


93.1 


6.9 


loo'.d., 



U^U "As a result of your participation in the above workshop, do you 
'think communioation between educatoVs across districts has 
been facilitated?" 



A. According to districts 



I 



• 


T V r c 

I. * !•] 


NU , 

\- ■■ 

[ » , 2.1 


• D n u 
TOTAL 


" • - I.- 
BERKELEY 


I 5 ] 
I 71. if ■] 


[^21 
[ 28.6 I 


7 

2 5;^ 


2. 

OAKLAND 


I 12 
I 92.3 ] 


: '11 
[ 7.7 1 


13 ' 
if 6. if 


SAN FRANCISCti 


I ■ 8 ] 
I 100.0 


; I \ 


8 

2 8.6 


COLUMN 
' TOTAL 


25 
89.3 


10. 7 


28 
100.0 


* 


^ 


. i 

* \ 





B. According to respondents' positions 



\ 





[YES 


NO 

[ ^2.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 


1. • : 

CNTRL AOMIN . ] 


[ ■ I'f : 

[ 87.5 


[ 2 I 
[ 12. 5 I 

• 


16 
57.1 


2. 

RLDG ADMN 


[ 2 

[ uro. J, 


I 0 - I 
[ 0 I 


2 


3. n 

ElEM TCHR 


[ 6' 
[ ICO.G 


I 0 I 

I 0 r 


6 

21. if 

V 


if.--^] 

SE^TCHR : 


[ 2 ' 
[ ICC.O 


I 0 I 
I 0 I 


2 

7.1 


5. 

• OTHR 


[ 1 
[ 50. 0 


I' ll 

I 50. 0 I 


2 

7.1 


COLUMN • 
TOTAL . 


■ * 25 
69.3 


3 

10.7 , 


28 

I'OO.C . 



B-37 



Select one of the workshops liated in item. # 9 which you helped plan 
and write its name below. Answer the next • five questions as 
they pertain to this 'Workshop. 
• \ 

4 

, A. According to districts 



K_ 

/ ■ 




ISUMMER 

I 1.: 


T«IOI_S 

[ 2.: 


calblKios 

r 

I ' 3.1 


R(/w 
TOTAL 


BERKELEY 


1. 


T 1 

I 33.3 : 


[ 2 
[ 66.7 " 


r n* 7 

L U J 

[ Q ] 


7 

13.6 


OAKLAND 


2. 


I 6 
I i*6.2 


I 0 
[ 0 


r *• 7 ] 

I 53.8 "] 


13 
59.1 


3. 

SA.N 'FRANCISCO 


I 1 
I 16,7. 


r 2 
I 33. 3 


r 3 ] 

I $C.C ] 


6 

27.3 




COLUMN 
TOTAL 

■ » 


8 

36. <f 


k 

18. 2 


IC 
if 5.5 

« . 


22 
100.0 



B. According to respondents* positions 





ISUMMER 


TRibiS" 




CALBLNOS 


ROW 
TOTAL 


* 


I 1. 


I 2 


.1 


3.1 




1. 


I ' 7 


I if 


1 


7 I 


18 


CNTRL AOHlM 


I 38.9 


I 22. 2 


I 


38.9 I 


85.7 


3. 


I ' 0 


I 0 


I 


3 1 


3 


ELEM T^R 


I 0 


I 0 


I 


100. a I 


- Iff. 3 
















r 




X 




V.COLUMN' 


7 


if 




'10 


21 


, TOTAL 


33.3 


19. 0 




i*7,6 - 


100.0 



.( > ■ . •- 

12 -e. /'Were people from otfier districts included in the planning [of 
, the indicated workshop]?" 



A. According to districts 



YES 



NO' 



ROW 
TOTAL 





I .1.1 


2.1 




1.- 


I ' k 1 


0 I 


u 


BERKELEY 


I icd.o I. 


a I 


.18. .2 


2. '. 


I 11 I 


• i I 


12 


OAKLAND 


[ 91 .7 I 


8. 3 I 




3. 


[ 6 I 


0 I 


6 


SAN, FRANCISCO 


[ iOO.O I 


0 I 


27.4 

•> 


COLUMN 


21 


1 


22 


TOTAL 


95.5 


k, 5 





B, According to respondents' positions 




[YtS 



ROW 
TOTAL 



1.: 



CNTRL AOMIN 



"i^LEM TCHR 



3. 



COLUMN 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERV-AT^IONS = 



19 


I 19 


10 0. 0 


I 90,. 5 


2 


I 2 


100. J 


I 9. 5 


21 


21 


lOO.Q 


100. 0 



89 



^ B-40 



ERLC 



hminniiinrfTiaaa 



''As 3, result of these planning activities, are you more aware 
of training activities being conducted in other districts?" " 

A* According to districts 





9 


lYES 

I 1. : 


NO ' ■ 
[ 2.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 


• BERKELEY 




I H - 

I, ICQ. a . 


[ 0 I 
[ 0 I 


u 

18. 2 


OAKLAND 


■ 2. 


I 9 : 

I 75.3. 


[ 3 I 
I 25. 0 I 


. 12 
5t*. 5 


■ 3. 

SAN FRANCISCO- 


1 • 6- : 

I .10 0.0 


[ 0 I 


6 

2 7 .,3 




COLUMN 
TOTAL 


19 

■ 86.it 
t 


* 3 
13.6 


22 
fOOiO 



B. . According to respondents' positions 



* 












lYES 


NO 




ROW 










TOTAL- 




'I . 


I 


2.1 
























■ 1. 


I 17 


I ' 


2 ] 


: 19 


CNTRll ADMIN 


I .89.5 


t 


10. 5 ] 


90.5 




• ■ < 








3* 


I ^ 2 


I 


0 ] 


: . 2 


ELEM TCHR 


I' 10 0. 0 


I 


0 ] 


: 9i5 












' . * COLUMN 


19 




2 


** ■ 21 


TOTAL 


90.5, 




9.5 

• •* 


lOG.C 



12 -e. "As a result of these planning activities, do you think communication 
between districts has been facilitated? *^ " 



A. According to districts 





T V ^ * 

i T Cor ^s^^^^ 


: . 2.1 

\ T 


TOTAL 


1. 

BERKELEY 


1.3] 
75.0 ] 


: '-11 

: -25. 0 I 


U 

' 18.2 


2. 

OAKLAND 


I -<io ] 

I 83.3 ] 


: -2 J 
: 16.7 I 


12 
5U.5 


3. 

SAN FRANCISCO 


I 6 ] 
I ICG. J ] 


: Q I 
: 0 I 


t 

27.3 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


13 ! 
86.^ 


3 ' 
13. 6 


22- 
100. C 



B. According to respQnde^its' .positions 



. -I\ES 



NO 



• ~ ■ J 1, 
CNfRL AOMIN 



E L EM. T CHR 



OOLUH-N 



l.I 

i 

17 " I - 2 
89.5 I iy.5 

.>> T 

2 1 0 
ICO.O I '0 

1 

19 2 
90.5 ■ 9.5 



2.: 



•ROW 
TOTAL 



19^ 

^9 0> 5 

. 2 
9.5 

21 
100.0 



ERIC 



B-42 



^1 iryn ' 



■J 



: :r^>;^; /:• /// / f 



: ,'; .-.^i^»rv /.* »>; /■ . ' .-/. ^\>. 

12 -f. ''Oo y^u think .ttijat t^-iy^^ oi ttpi-^strict'^a'anm iS;.prodpcfive? '* 




7. 



' / , row; 

: ^ littl^ some ^ very /totally TOTAL 

1 I prdductiv^productiveproductiVel productiTi / " 

\ 1— r^rr-Tl .— I 

^ I ' 1 I 0 ..i' • 3^ I 

: \I 25.,0' .1 0 75. C I 

^ 1 , . ^: 2. I 

OAKLA;MD \' I 

3. I 

SAN FRANCI'SCO I 



I 

; 

/ 1 

BERKELEY 



ci>LUMN 
(OTAL- 



.... I.. 

■ i:€;.7i ir:. 


' * 7 

2 

■i^b\ 7 


I 
I 


5 

hi. 7 


1 


3 

25.0 • 




3 
0 


k 


2 

33.3 


T 
X 

I 


*♦ 

66.7 


13.ji:6.. . 


-2 
9i i. 




IQ 




7. 

31. 8> 



1- / ■ ;y. 

0^ Ij. . 

■ 0 ^<f%s,i[*, 

12,'"'' 



I 

I . ' 6/ 
I 27.3. 
I 

22 
IGOVO 



• ;'\\ '.- * B. \ I A ccording tb respondents' positions 




ERIC 



12 -g. "A^ a result of this planning experience, are-you better prepared 
to plan staff development activities?** » r 



A, According to districts 



1. 



/ 

BERKELEY 

OiiKL AND 

SAN FRANCISCO 



■ • - 



a little ^ 
2 

50.0 




ROW 

; TOTAL 
some J adequately much bet Jer 



33. 3 



I 
I 

•-I- 

I 

r 

■-I- 

I 
I 



I* 

19. 0 



1 I 

25.0 I 

1- 

3 I 
2 5.0 I" 
!• 

2 I 

kQ^y I 
1, 

, 6 
28.6- 



1 


I. 


k 


25.0 


I 


19.0 








k 


I 


■ 12 


33.3 


I 


57.1 








3 


. I 


5 




I 


23.8 








8 




21 


38.1 




lOQ.O 




Nb. According to respondents' positions 



■ .1.'. 



CNTRL AOMIN. 



3. 



ELErt TCHR 



a little some ' adeqxiateiymuc\ better 
prepared ^prepared • prepared I,j>£ep^ed - ^ 



COLUM^ 
TOTAL 




5 1' '8 1 
2 7.8 I-'-.tt^.^ I 

1 i' ' 0. '^i 

50.0 I**. -0 i 

- ;a.--"---I 

6 . "8 i 

30.0 .'♦o.^j..: 



ROW 
• tOTAu 



-.18 
90 -.0 

2 

10. 

20 
100.0 



"Within the Oakland Public Schools is an organization known'as 
START, Are you familiar with this organization?'' 







V 


lYES 


NO 


ROW 
TOTAL, 
I ^ 




• BLDG .ADMN 




1 13 
I ICO.O 


I 0 
I 0 


I 13 
I 25.0 




ELEM TCHR 




I 21 
I 10 0 .0 


I 8 
I 0 


I 21 
I '*0.'* 




SEC TCHR 




I 11 
I 91.7 


I 1 
I. V.3 


I. 12 
I 23.1. 




OTH^ * 




I 5 
I 83-. 3 


I 1 - 
I 16.7 


I 6 
I 11.5 




i 


COLUMN 
TOTAL- 


50' 
96.2 • 


2 

3. 8 


52 
100. C 



i r 



B-45 



2 -a. "START provides' Education Resources. Indicate with a check [your 

awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used this service. " 





A. 


Awareness 




























• 






y 


lYES 


. NO 


ROW 

• Total' 




• 




->-3tO'G AOMN 


2 . 


I ■ 13 
I 100.0 , , 


t 0 1 
\ 0. I 


13 
25.0 • 






• 


ELEM TCHR 


3* 


I 23 
I 95.2 


I 11 
I '♦.8 1 


\ 21 








SEC TCHR 




I 11 
I 91.7 


I 11 
I 8. 3 I 


12 
23.1 


( 




f 


OTHR 


'5. 


I 5 


I 11 


6 








COLUMN ^ 
.TOTAL 

> 




. 3 
c; a' 


52 
^ n n ft 


• 




/ 














B. 


Extent of Use 




t 












r 




• 




•4 






I»|JONE 


LITTLE 


SOME 
.\ 


MUCH 

T * 


.VERY MUC ROW, 
TOTAL 


> AOHN 


2. 


I 1 
I 7.7 


I ' 1 
I 7.7 


Z 2 
I 15.«» 


I , 5 ] 
I 38.5 ] 


: k 
: 30.8 


Z 13 
Z 25.0 


TCHR 


3. 


rj 


I 1 
I >. 8 


I " 3 
I i't.S 


I 8 > ] 
I 38.1 ] 


: 7 

33.3 


Z , 21- 
Z <*0.<* 


T.CHR 




I ' 3 
I 25.0 


I 1 
I 8. 3 


I 3 
I 25.0 


I 1 ] 
Z 8.3 1 


k 

33.3 


Z 12 
Z 23. 1 




5., I" •-• 1 
• I ' 16.7 . 


r 1 
[ 16. 7 


I 1 
I 16.7 


Z - 1 ] 
I- 16.7 ] 


.2 
33.3 


Z 6 
Z 11.5 


COLUMN 
- ' TOTAL 


7 ' 
13.5 


7.7 


9 

17.3 


•15 
28.8 


17 
32.7 


5 2 

' 100.0 



X 
3.8. 

3. a 



3.6 



sd 
1.2 

1.2 
1.6 
1.6 

1.4 
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• 




% 






• 


J 








• 2-b. 


"START provides In-Servic6 Teacher Training. Indicate with a 
check [your awareness] .and rate the extent to which you have used 
. this service. ^ 




• 




A. 


Awareness 


• 
















• 


; 




[YES 


NO 


ROW. 
TOTAL 




• 


- 


* 




BLOG ADMN 


2. : 


[ 12 
[ 92.3 


I. 11 
I 7. 7 I 


• 

- 25, fj 








» 


\ 
\ 

\ 


^LEM TCHR 


3. : 


[ 17 
[ 81.0 


I 19V0 . I 


21 




• 








kc TCHR 




[ 11 
[ 91 .7 


"I 1 'I 
I 8. 3 I 


12 
23.1 


/ 


• 








« 

OTHR. 


5. 


[ 5 
[ 83.3 

m t 


I 11 
I 16.7 I 


6 

11.5, 












COLUMN 
TOTAL 


■ 86.5 


7 

13. 5 


• 52 
lOG.O 




• 






• 






- 


• 






















J 










B. 


Extent of Use * 


















. INONE 


LITTLE 


SOME 


MUCH 

4 X 


VERY MUC"' ROW ^ 
TOTAL 




sd • 


^ ■ 
BLOG ADMN 


. 2« 


I <♦ - 
I 30.8 • : 


[ a 

[ 0 


I • .1 
I 7.7 


I : 

I < 30.8 


I k 
I 30.8. 


'I 13 
I 25. 0 


i.zi 




ELEH TCHR 


3. 


' I 6 ; 

I °2 8.6_., 


t ■ '2 
[ 9. 5 


I 2 
I 9.5 


I k 
I 19.0 


I 7 
I 33.^3, 


I 21 
I kQ,H 


3.2 


1.7 


SEC.TCI+R • 




I 3 
I 25.0 


t. • > 2 • 
C 16. 7 


I. 2 
I 16.7 


I 3 
. I 25.0 


I 2 
I 16.7 


I • 12 
I 23.1 


2.9', 


1.5 


OTHR 




I 2 
I , 33.3 


r 0 

[ ^ 0 


. I t 
'I ,16.7 


I 1 
I . 16.7 


I" 2 
I 33*3* 


I 6 
I 11.5 


3.2 


1.8 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


15 

28.8' • 


7.7 


' 6 


12 


15 
28.8 


52 
100. 0 


8.2 


1.6 


• 


• 






B^7 


t 


« A 
* 'f 

. V 









2-c. "START provides Educational Consultants* Indicate with a qheck 
[your awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used this 
service.*'. . . • • 



A. Awareness 





« 


tYES 


NO 


ROW 












TOTAL 






2. 


I 11 


I 2 


I 13 




BLDG AOHN 








T ?t; . 0 

T % 




ELEM TCHR 


3. 


I 17 


I 


I , 21 






I Ql.O 


I 19. 0 


I («0. 




















I 10 


I 2 


I 12 




SEC TCHR 




I 63.3 


I 16.7 


I 23.1 


/ 




5. 


I 5 


I 1 


I -6 


" OTHR 




I 8 3 .3 


I 16. 7 


I 11. 5 




COLUMN 


'♦3 


9 


52 






TOTAL 


62.. 7 


17. 3 


100.0 





B. Extent of TJsc 



i 




INONE 


LITTLE 


SOME 


MUCH 


VERY MUC 
I " I 


ROW 
TOTAL 


X 


sd 


BLOG AOMN 


2. 


I <^ 
I 30.8 


I 1 
I 7.7 


I 1 
I 7.7 


I 6 
.1 '♦6.2 


I 11 
I 7.7 I 


1-3 
25*0 


2.9 


i.5 


€LEM TCHR 


• 3-. 


I ;-.^2.9 


I 3 
I 1<*. 3 


I 4 
I 19. C 


I r 2 

I 9.5 


I 3 1 
I 1<*.3 I 


21 


2.4 


1.5 


SEC TCHR 


<». 


I 5 
]^ '♦1.7 ■ 


I 5 
I '♦I. 7 


I 0 
I 0 


I 0 
I 0 


I, 2 1 
I 16.7 I 


12 
23. 1- 


2.1 


1 

1.4 ■ 


OTH^ 


5. 


I 3 
I 50. d - 


I 2 
I 33. 3 


I 1 
I 16.7 


I 0 
I 0 


I 0 1 

I' 0 1. 


6 

11. 5 


1. 7 


.7 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


21 


11 

' 21.2 


6 

11.5 


6 

15. 


6 

11.5, 


52 
100. 0 


, 2.4 


1.3 



>er!c 
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2-d. 



* START provides Informatioa Dissemination. Indicate with a check 
[your awareness] and rate^the extent to which you^have used this 



service. 

A. ' Awareness 



• 


• 




I YES 

X « . 


NO 

L 4 1 


ROW 
TOTAL 




BLOG AbMN 


2. 


I . 13 ] 
I 100.0 


[ 0 I 
[ 0 I 


13 
25.0 




ELEM TCHK 


3. 


I 19 : 
I 90. T : 


[ 2 I 
[ 9. 5 I 


21 
<*0.<* 




SEC TCHR 




I 11 

I 91.7 


[ 1 I 

8,3 I 


12 
23.1 




OTHR 


5. 


I 5 
I 83.3 


['.11 
[ 16.7 I 


6 

n.5 






COLUMN 
TOTAL 


^♦8 
92.3 


k 

7. 7 


"52 
100. 0 



B, Extent of Use 



BLOG AOMN 
ELE»1 TCHR 
SEC TCHg ' 
OTHR 



5. 



NONE 



LITTLE SOME, ' MU'CH 



VERY MUC 



ROW 
TaTAL 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 









I 




I 








0 
0 


I 2. I 
I 15^ I 


2- 
A 15.4 


I 
I 


k 

30.8 


I 
I 


5 

'38.5 




13 
25. 0 


5 

23.8 


I l<i. 3 I 


r . 5 
23.8 


I 

I 


2 

9.5 


I 
I 


6 

28.6 




21 
40.4 


3 

25.0 


■ I 11 
. I 8. 3 ] 


6 

50.0 


I 
I 


16.7 • 


I 
I 


. 0. 

0 




12 
23.1 


: 2 
; 33.3 


I " 0 1 
I 0 I 


: . 1 

'16.7 


I 
I 


3 

50.0 


I 
I 


0 
0 


X 


6 

11. 5 


10 
19.2 


6 

11.5 


14' 
26.9' 




11 
21.2 ■ 




11 

21.2 




52 

io6. 0 



3.9 
3.0 
2. 6 
2.8 
3.1 



1.1 

1.6 

\ 

1.1 

1,5 
1.4 
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"STAiri' pr/)vidcs othqr kiruls of services. Indicate vith a check 
(your awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used these 
^ Services. • ^ . 

A. Awareness 





• 


T VCC 




NO 


ROW 












TOTAL 








f I 




















c • 


T 4 A 

^ * >1 


1 


2 I 


13 


BLD6 ADMN 






I 


15* ^ I 


25. 0 
















3. 


I la 


I 


11 I 


2t" 


ELEM TCHR 




I '♦ZtS 


I 


52,. I 


















I 9 


I 


3 I 


12' 


SEC TCHR 




I 75.0 


I 


25. 0 I 


23.1 
















5. 


I k 


I 


Z I 


*6 


OTHR 




I 66.7 


I 


33.3 I 


11. 5 












COLUMN 


3'* 




' 18 ' 


52 




TOTAL 


65. 




ZW, 6 


100.0 



B. Extent of Use 





» 


■>« 

INONE 


LITTLE 


SOME 


MUCH 


VERY MUC 


ROW 
TOTAL 


X 


sd 


, RLOG ADMN 

* 


2. 


I 3 
I 23.1 


I 1- . 
I 7. 7 


\ \ 

I 0 ] 


3 

23.1 


I 6 
I '♦6.2 


I 13 
I 25. 0 


3.6 


1.7 


EL EH TCHR 


3. 


I 13 
I 61.9 


I* 2 
I 9. 5 


I 2 1 
I 9.5 ] 


0 
0 


I V k . 

I 19.0 


[ 21 

I '*o;<* 


2. 0 


1.6 


SE-C TCHR 




I 5 
I . 7 


I 1 
I 6. 3 


I 1 ] 
I 8,3 1 


1 

.8.3 


Ik: 
I 33,«3 : 


[ 12 
[ 23. 1 


2. 8 


I. 8 


OTHR 


5. 


I 3 
I 50. ] 


I 0 

I 'o: 


I 1 'l 
I 16.7 .1 


. 1 
1*6. 7 


I i ] 
I 16.7 


6 

[ 11. 5 . 


2.5 

-1^ ,. 


1.8 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


2'* 
<*6.2 


W 

7.7 


k 

7.7 

•r 


5 

9.6 


^ ■ ^5 ^ 

28.8 . 
* 


52 

■ 100. 0 


2.7 

\ 


i;^ 




K. 

•1 


» 




■■• -nici 








1 . 
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''The following [a-1] is a list of training programs offered by START.. 
First, if you were involved in the planning of the training session(s), 
• place a check in Column A (Planning), and if you participated in the 
training -sessionCs), place a check in Column B {Participation). If you 
were involved in both planning and participation, check both columns. 

Jtv, '' Us(e of 35 mm Camera" 

A. InvolvemonI in Planning 





lYES 


NO 


ROW 
TOTAL 


8L0G AOMN' 


'I 0 
I 0 


I 13 
I 100.0 


I 13 
I 25.0 


ELEH TCHR 


I 0 


I 21 
I 100.0 


I 21 
I 


« 

SEC TCHR 


I 1 

I 8.3 


I 11 
I 91.7 


I 12 ' 
I 23.1 


OTH^ 


I / 0. 
I 3 


I 

I 100.0 


I .6 
I 11.5 , 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


1 

1.9 


51 
98. 1 


.•52 
100. C 


ft 

Partici^Dation in Training 




iYES 


NO 


ROW 
^ TOTAL , 


BLOG AOMN 


I 2 I 
I' 15. if ' I 


,11 


I 13 
I 25.0 


mi 

ELEM TCHR 


I a ■ ] 

I 0 1 


:/..2i 
: 100.0 


I 21 
I UO. <t 


SEC TCHR . 


I . 0 ] 
I 0 ] 


[ 12 
[ . 100. 0" 


I 12 
I 23.1 


OTHR ^ 


I 1 ] 

l' 16.7 ] 


[ 5 
L. 83.3 


I 6 . 
I 11.5 


COLUMN 
TOTAL . 


3 

5.8 


(»9 
9<t. 2 


52 
100. 0 


' ■• ^ 


Br51 







A. Involvement in Planning 





fVES 

\ 


NO 


ROW 
TOTAL 

• 


BLOG AOMN ^• 


I 3 
I 23.1 


I 10 • : 
I 76. 9' .: 


[ 13 
[ ■ 25.0 . 


.ELEM TCHR 


I 3 
I a 


I 21 ] 

I 100.0 : 


C . 21 

[ <tO.<t^ 


SEC TCHR 


I 0 • 
I 0 


I 12: 

I 100. 0 


: . 12 

[ 23.1 


•OTHR ' 


I 0 

''I ' 0 ' 


I 6 , : 
I 100.0 ; 


l\- ■ 6 

[ ii.5 


COLUMN^ 
.TOTAL, 


3 

5.8 


«*9 ' 

' 9k, 2 S 

■ (" 


52 

lOD . tr- 


Participation in Training 


-f 


> • 




:yes no 

[ I i'a 


ROW 
TOTAL 


BLOG ADMN 


[ 3 I 'id : I 

[ 23.lifel 7^.^ ,1 


■1 -i 
25.0 


ELEH TCHR 
SEC TCHR 


[ 3 1 ^ I 
[ '01 ioo<q I 

i"'"l''i"'"iz I 

I 0 -I 100.0 I 


21 
1*0. 1* 

12 
2 3. 1 


OTHR - 


I 0 : 

I /■ i 


[ 6 I 
[ 100. 0 I 


6 

11.5 


COLUMN 
^ TOTAL 


3 

5.8 


^ «+9 . 

. 2 


52 
100.0 
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t 



4-c. ''Nurses* Inservice" 



A. Invoivemeplfin planning 





T YF^ 


NO 


ROW 




I ■ 




TOTAL 




I 0 


I 13 


I 13' 


BLDG. ADMN 


I 0 


I 10(^ 0 


I 25.0 




I 0 


I 21 


I 21 


ELEM TCHR 


I 0 " 


I 100.0 


I tfO.tf 




I 0 


I 12 


I 12- 


SEC TCHR 

) 


I 0 


I 100.0 


I 23.1 




I 2 


I k 


I 6 


OTHR . 


I 33.3 


I 66.7 


I 11.5 


^COLUMN 


%• 2 


50 


52 


, TOTAL 


3.8 


96. 2 


10,0.0 



V 



B. Participation in Training 



BLDG ADMN 
ELEM TCHR" 
SEC TCHR 
OTHR ■ 



.YES 



66 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



NO 



0 
0 

-0 

I 

a 

.... 

0 ' 



.7 ■ 



13 
100.0 

. ' 21 
100. 0 

12 
100. 0 

33.3 

92. 3 



ROW 
TOTALS 



13 
25.0. 

21 

12 
23.1 

6 

11.5 

"52 
100.0' 



3 i 



ERIC. 
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•C 



4-d. "Summer Institute 1975" 



A. 



InvDlvement in Planning 



BLOG ft^MN 
ELEM TCHR 
SEC TCHR 
OTHR 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



YES 


NO 


ROW 




.J I 


TOTAL 


1 


I .12 1 


13 


ft 7 


1 ?2* 3 1 


o c n 
c P • U 




^ 21 I 


21 


: 0 


I 100.0 I 


ifO.if 


1 ' 


I 111 


12 


: 8.3 


I 91.7 I 


23.1 


: 0 


I ■ 6 1 


6 


: , 0 


I 100.0' .1 


11. 5 


2 


50 > 


52 


3.8 


96. 2 


100. C 



B. Participation in Traiining 





lYES 


NO ' 
L ' « X 


ROW 
TOTAL ^ 


BLOS AOHN 


■f 1 
I 7.7 


r 12 I 

I 92.. 3 I 


13 
25.0 


ELEM TCHR 


I 0^ " 
I 0 


I 21 I 
I 100.0 I 


21 


SEC TCHR 


I - 2 
I 16.7 


I Itl I 
I 83.3 I 


23.1^^ 


OTHR 

COLUHN 
TOTAL 


I 0 






I Q 
3 

5.8 

» 


I uio. 0 "-T" 

'♦9 
9'*. 2 


^1.5 

52 
100.0 




i ^ 

• B-54 


> 





4-l\^ " Secondary Social Studies Weekend '^ 



^* Involvement in Planning 





. lYES 


' NO 


RON 
TOTAL . 

.1 ; 


• 


T ' n 
I p 

BLOG ADMN I 0 


'I 13 
I 100.0 


I 25>0 




* -'i 0- 

ELEH TCHR^ « - I -0 


I 21 
I 100.0 


I 21 
I kQ,t, 




• . I 1 
SEC TCMR , I .8.3 

• . 1, 3 
OTHR I .0 


'I 11 
.1. 91.7 

I • 6 
I 100.0 


I 12 
I. 23.1 

-> 


✓ 


COL'uMN^ 1 51, 
TOTAL 1.9 .. 98.1 


S 52 

. loa.c 


«\ 

♦ 

. - ' Participatiop<in Training 


i- ■ 


* 


• 


I ® 


NO 

X 


ROW ■ - 
' TOTAL 




BLOG AOMN% i 0 , 


13 . 
I 100. Q 


I 13 

I 25.0 ■ 




. 'I 0 
ELEM.TCHR I 0 


I 21 ■ 

I ioo;o 


I 21 

r 'ho,!*- 




I 1 

SEC TCHR I 8.3 


I .11 
I 91.7 


r 12. 
r 2 3.1 

r - * 




•■ . I 0 , 
OTHR ' .1 0 


I 6^ 
I 100.0 


r • 6 
r 11.-5 


*• * 


COLUMN 1 
TOTAL 1.9 


61 
96.1 


52.'" 
100.0 ^ 








c 



B-&5 



"Par «:nt. l-:ffof.t.ivonc'Sfl at How^ard School' 



A. Involvement in Planning 



[NO 



ROM 
TOTft-L 



BLOG AOMN 
ELEM TCHR 
SEC TCH^ 
'OTHR 



.1.3 I 


1 3- 


ICO.O I 


25. 0 . 


^21 I 


21 


10 0.0' I 


'fO.'f, 






12 •! 


12 


•10 0.0 I 


23. 1 


6 I 


6 


laj) . 0, \ I 


11.5 




52 


"to Q^.^O . . 


100 . 0 



ERIC 



B. Pajticipa&oniia^r.aiiiing 



BtOG iVOMN 



ELEM TCHR 


I 2; 
I ICO.O 


I 21 

I HO.'f 

J ^ 


SEC TCHR 


I 12 
I 100. G 


I 12 
I 23.1 


OTHR 


I 6/ 
I 10 0.0 


I 6 
I 11. 5 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


52' 
100 .0 


52 

100. a 


1 . 


B-56 • 

• 




ft 







NO 



13 
ICO.O 



ROH 
TOTAL 



13 
25.0 , 



"Guidea' Self-Ana lysig at B rookfield Scho^K-.' ■.• 
A. Involvement in/Planning ■ 



. * ■ • 


1 YFS 


NO 

X 1 • • « J 


ROW 
TOTAL"" 


BL06 AOMN 


I 2 
I 15. 


I 11 ] 

I 8<f.6 ] 


: 13 
: 25.0 


ELEM TCHR 


I 1 
I <f .6 


I 20 ] 
I 95.2 ] 


> f 

: ' 21 
: ^o.<f 


SEC TCHR 


I 0 
I 0 


I 12 ■ ] 
I 100.0 ] 


: • 12 ^ 

[ 2'3.1^ 


OTHR 


I • 0 

.1 . 0 


I 6 ] 
I 100.0 ] 


: 6, 

[ 11.5 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


3 

5.8 


9<f.2 


52 
100.0 


i 






« 


B. Participation in Training' 


• 


• 




[YES 




TOTAL 


BLOG AOMN 


2 

[ IS,.'* 


I 111 

I 8<f. 6 I 


25.0 

i 


ELEM- TCHR '] 


: ■ 6 

28. 6 


I 15 • I 
I 7l.<» • I 


21 


SEC ^mHR . i 

1.1 ' " ^ 


0 

: - 0 


I . 12 .1 
I 100.0 I 


.12 i 

•2 3.1 

1 


OTHR ■ - : 


: 0 

[ 0 


I . » 6 1 
I lOO-O I 


' 6 
11.5 


COLUMN . 
> . ' TOTAL 


. "^-^ 8 
- 15. 


8<f. 6 

1 


52 
400.0 
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'Summer Workshop: »A Continuing Search for Human Values. 
-A . Invo l vement in- Planning . ' ' " 





lYES 


NO 

*• 


X 


Z row' 

TOTAL 


BLOG ADMN 


I 1 
I 7.7 


I 12 
I 92.3 


I 
I 

I 
I 


13 
25.0 


- ,ELEM TCHR 


I 2 
• I 9*5 


.1 19. 
I 90.5 


21 


^ SEC fCHR 


I ■ 1 
I 8.3 


I 11 
I 91.7 


I 
I 


12 
23.1 


^ pTHR 


I- 0 
I 0 


I 6 
I 100.0 


I 
I 


6 

11.5 


.'COUUMN 
TOTAL 


<f 

7.7 


tf8 
92. 3 


52 

X W W • u 


• 

Participation in Training 


* 

■ 




^ -v. 




lYES 


NO 

I ' 




ROW 
TOTAL - 


RLOG AOMN 


I 1 
I 7.7 


I 12=.. I 
I -92.3 .1 




13 
• 25 .0 " 


ELEfiJ TCHR 


I 7 
I 33.3- 


1 DD. r 1 




21 


SEC TCHR 


3 

I 25.0 


I . 75.0 -1 




* -12' 
^0.1 


OTHR*' 


I 0 
I 0 


I 6 1 
I 100. 0- I 




6 

1^1 *.5--. 


COLUMN 

totaI 


11 

21 r2, 


tfl '■■^^ 
78. 


52 
10 p. 0 
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" Teacher ghelter " ' • 
A. Involvement in Planning 



W ' . ■ 

i 


lYE.S 


NO 


ROW 
TOTAL 


BLDG ADMN 


I 0 
I ■ 0' 


-I 13 
I -100.0 


I 13 
I 25. 0 


^EiE^ tCHR 


I . : 2 

I 9-. 5 


I .19 
T 90. 


II 21 


•;V '^EC fcHR 


I 1 
I 8.3 


I 91.7 


r ii . 

■I 23.1 


OTH^ 


I 0- . 
I 0 


J 6 
I 100.0 


I 6 
•I 11.5 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 

■J . 


3 


1+9" 
9«».2 


52 
100. C 



B. Participation in Training 



. Tyes 
I ^ 



NO 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



13 
25.0 



ROH • 
TOTAL 









I 
















I 2 


I ' - 11 


I . 


13 


BLDG ADMN' 


I 15. if 


I 8tf. 6 


I 

« 


25*4 














I 7 


I it* 


I 


21 


EL€M TCHR 


-^I 33.3 


I '66. 7 


I 


<f0.tf 












VI if 


I 8 


I 


12 


SEC f CHR 


I 33.3 


I 66. 7 


I 


2 3.1 














: . I 0 


I 6 


I 


6 


OTHR " 


I 0 


I lOB.O 


I 


11.5. 













3 9; 
75. 0= 



52 

, 100.0 
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4-1. .'' Leadership Lab" 

A. Involvement in PlaRning 



8L0G -AOMN 
ELEM TCHR 
SEC TCHR 
OTHR 



:yes 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



NO 



ROW 
TOTAL 



3 


I 10 ': 


[ 13 


23.1 • 


I 76. ^ • 


[ ■ 25.0 

[ V 


Q 


I 21 


C 21 


0 


I 100.0' 


r uo. u 


0 


I 12 


I • 12 


0 


I 100.0 


I 23.1 


3 


I 6 


I ' 6 


: 0 


I 100.0 


I 11. 5 


3 


(♦9 


52 


5.8 


• g**. 2 


100.0 



B. RartLcipatioD in Traiaing 







I YES 


.NO 




ROH 






I 








T&TAL 






I 
















6 


I 6 1 


1 


I 13 


^ BtOG- AOHN 




I 


<*6.2 


I '♦6. 2 I 


7.7 


I 25.0 




















I 


• 0 


I 211 


0 


I 21 


ELEM TCHR 




I 


0 


I 100.0 I 




I <*0.<t 




















I 


a 


I 12 1 


C 


I 12 


• ,- -SEC TCHR 




I 


0 


I 100.0 I 


0 


I 23.1 




















I- 


0 


I 6 ■ I 


•c 


I 6 


OTHR 




1 


,0 


I 100.0 I 


0 


I 11.5 
















• • 


COLUMN 




6 




1 


52' 




TOTAL 




.11.5 


86.5 


1.9 


100. b 








> 
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\ 



5. "Othec than those listed above (item #4), how many school-based 
in-service workshops* did you participate'in during the past 
year?-" ^ . ' 



• 


I ' 01 


, [ # of workshops ] 

l.I 2.1 


3.1. 




BLOG ADMN 


I 2 1 
I 15. I 


30. 8 I 


0 I 
0 I 


2 1 
• 15. V I 


1 

7.7 


£LEM TCHR 


I 3 1 
I 16,7 I 


1 I 
5.6 I 


3 I 
16.7 I 


• 3 I 
16.7 I 


0 

/• ^ 


\ 

SEC TCHR 


I 5 1 
I '♦1.7 I 


1 I 
8. 3- I 


0 I 


0 I. 
0 I 


5 

'♦1.7 


OTHR 


I 3^1 
I 50.0 I 


2 I 
33. 3 I 


1 I 
1^.7 I 


0 I- 
0 I 


0 
0 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



■ 13 
26.5 



8 

16. 3 



8.2 



5 

10.2 



6 

12.2 



[# of workshops ] 



<^ I' 



BLDG ADMN 

ELEM TCHR 
\ 

SEC TCHR 



OTHR . 

COLUMN • 
T^OTAL 



ROW 
TOTAL 



5.1 


6.1 


•8.1 


20.1 


25.] 




2 I 


2 I 


0 I 


' 0 I 


0 ; 


C • 13 


15. <♦ Z 


15. *♦ I 


.01 


0 I 


0 ] 


[' 26.5 


6 . I 


■ 0 I 


0 I 


1 I 


J- ] 


[ 18 


33. 3 I 


0 I 


Q I 


5.6 I 


5.6 ] 


[ 36.7 


0 I 


0 I 


1 I . 


0 I 


'0 ] 


12 


Q 'I 


0 I 


8.3 I 


0' I 


0 ] 


[ 2<^.5 


0 I 


0 I 




0 I 


• 0 : 


[ 6 


0 I 


0 I 




, 0 I 




C ■ 12.2. 




2 ' 


1 


1 1 


,"'i 


^ / 
'♦9( 


16. 3' 


'♦.I 


2.0 


2.0 


■ ■ 2.0 


J.00.0-, 



lERJC 
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* 3 ' / 



"Select one of the workshops listed in item 4 in. which you participated 
and write its name on this line. ^' [Answer th^ next eight questions "-., 
'as they pertain •to that workshop.] 







L 2 


I . - 0 I 


1 I 


k I 


c 


SLOG AOMN 


: 20.0 


I. ' 0 1 


10.0 I 


(fO.O I 


c 


tLFM TCHR 


: 0 


I 0 ] 


0.. I 


0 I 


3 


: 0 


I 0 ] 


0 I 


0 I 


30.0 




[ 0 


I 0 ] 


: 0 I 


0 I 


^ ■ c 


SEC TCHR 


[ 0 


I - 0 ] 


: ' 0 1 


0 I 


0 




: 0 


I k : 


: 0 I 


« I 


0 


OTHR 


[ 0 


I 100.0 ] 


: 0 I 


0 I 


. 0 


COLUMN 


2 


k 


1 




3 


TOTAL 


7.1 


Ik, 3 


3.6- 


14.3 > 


10.7 



J' 



/ 



[List of workshops on following page] 



1 ' * 
1 


I J 




K . 


L 


ROW 


♦ 


T 




t 


1 * I 


TOTAL 


• 


0* I 


1 


I 0 


I 2 1 


10 


BLDG ADMN' 


. 0 "I 


IQ.O 


I 0 


I 20.0 'I 


35.7 


ELEM TCHR 


^..51 
• 50.0 I 


2 

20.5 


I Q 
I - 0 


I 0 I 
I 0 1 


iu 
35.7 


> 

SEC TCHR 


• 2 I 
- 5CU0 i 


1- 
25.6 


I 1 

I 25. G 


•I 0,1 
I u I 


lh,3 














^ OTHR . 


0 I 
0 I 


0 
u 


I r 
I ; • 0 


I 0 1 
I u I 


4 


coiLuMN 

• ■ , * TOTAL 


-7 

25. 0 * 


■' k 
14-. 3 


* . 1 


. 2 

7.i ■ 


26 
100«0 
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Workshops Participated in by START Respondents 

' ^^^^B^^ I , ^ 

B. ' First Vice Principals Gathering 

C. Nurses' Inservice 

D. Summer Institute 1975 • ^ » - 

< 

Administrators Conference at Asilomar 
H. Guided Self -Analysis at Brookfield School , 
T/^" Summer Workshop: *'A Continuing Search for Human Values" 
J. Teacher Shelter 
K. Outdoor Education Enthusiasts 
L» Leadership Lab 
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J 4. J 



■if.* 



6-a. '^'To what extent were presentations of the training effective?*' 















row 








inef fee- . 
. tiye : 


J a little J 
. «f fective- 


^effect iv 


J mostly 

e- effecti\ 
...... 


J extremely - 
^e^ effective - 


total 


X 


sd 


;^*^LOG AOMN : 


: . 2 ] 

[ 20.0 .] 


[ 0 .1 
[ . 0 1 


1 

•10.0 . 


I 1 
I 10.0 


I 6 1 
I 60.0 I 


10 
3<f.5 


3.9 


1.7 


, > ■ - 
1 ELE^ .TCHR - ' -i 


[ 0 ] 

[ 0 ] 


c „ 0 1 
[ 0 I 


3 

25.0 


I 5 
I 41.7 


I . I 
I 33.3 I 


12 
'♦l.'t 


'4.1 


.8 


1 SEC_ TCHR ( 


[ a ] 
[ 0 ■] 


I 1 I 

[ 25. 0 I 


0 
0 


I 1 
I '25.0 


I 2 i 
I 50.0 I 


k 

13. 8 

9 


4.0 


1.4 


1 OTHR [ 


[ • 0 ] 
[ 0 ] 


[ 0 I 
[ 0 I 


C 
0 


I 0 
I 0 


1^3 I 
I 100.0 I 

T ^ ' T 


3 

10. 3 


5.0 


0=. 0 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 

1 


2 

.6.9 


1, 

•3. 


•.. . '* 

13.. 8 


7 


15 ^ 
51.7 


" 29 
111 U . U 


4. 1 


1. 2 


6-b. "Rate the quality of the material presented in the training. " ' 




















ROW 
TOTAL 


ft 






. Poor ' , 


Fair ' J 


Good 


.J. Very Good 


• J Superior ^ 




X 


sd 


BLOG AOMN • 


: 2 ] 

[. 20.0 ] 


[ . 0 1 
[ G I 


1 

10.0 


1" k 
I <f0.0 


I 3 1 
X 30.0 I 


ro 

3't.5. 


3.6 


1.5 


ELEM TCHR 


: ■ a "1 
: ■ 0 ] 


[ 2 I 
16.7 I 


3 

25.0 


!• 3 
I 25.0 


I ' 1 
I 33.3 I 


12 
<fl. <f 


3.8 


1.1 


SEC TCHR ' - ] 


: 3 ] 
: ■ . 0 ] 


: 1 I 
: 25.0 I 


; . 0 

n 


I 0 
I 0 


I -3 -I 
I 7^.0 r 


k 

13. 8 


^4.2 


l."5 


othr' * ] 


: 5. 0 ] 
J ] 


0 I 

.0 'I 


' G 


* 

I 0 

I ' 0, 


1 3 1 
Z 100. G I 


3 

10. 3 


5. 0 


0. 0 


1 'COLUMN 
TQTAL 


2 


3 

10.3" 


/1 3. 8 ' 


7 


13 


29 
100. 0 


3.9 


1.3 


f. 

ERIC ■ 




• 


/ 
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.J 


46 


C 







6-c. • '-'To what extent were the workshop goals achieved?" 



BLOG A 



ELEH TCHR 
SEC .T>CHR 
OTHR 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



, ROW 
TOTAL 



Not at all^ 






Dtit half 








O T 


n 
U 




C \ 


c 
p 


T 4 

1 1 


T An 


20. a I 




I 


20. G ] 


50.0 


I 10.0 


I 3'*. 5 


1 I 


1 




] 


2 


I k 


-I 

I 12 


8.3 I 


8. 3 




33.3 ] 


16.7 


I 33.3 


I <*1. k 


Q I 


1 




0 ] 


1 


I ' 2 


I k 


: 0 I 


25. 0 




0 I 


25. 0- 


I 50.0 


I 13.8 


: 0 I 


.0 




0 ] 


: 2 


I 1- 


3 


0 I 


0 




0 ] 


6.6.7 


I . 33.3 


I 10.3 


3 


2 




6 


10 


8 


29 


10.3 


6. 9 




20.7 


. 3'*.5 


27.6 


100.0 



X 

3.3 
3. 6 

4.0 

^ 

4.3 
3. 6 



sd 
1.3 

r 

X 

1,4 

' a. 3 

1.3 



05* 



I 



6-d. ^ ".To what extent do you think the training addressed itself to some 
need or problem of yours?" < 



ROW 
TOTAL 



.BLpG A0(1N 
EL EM TCHR 
•SEC TCHR • 
OTHR 



COLUMN. 
TOTAL 



Not at al^ 


About halj 


Mostly 


* ^ Totally- ■ 




' 2 I 


2 I 


•V* 

» 2 


I 3 


I 9 


22.2 I 


22.2 I 


22.2 


I 33.3 


I 32.1. 


1 I 


I 


3 


I 


I 12 


8.3 I 


33.3 I 


25.0 


I 33.3 


I <*2.9 

T J 


0 I 


1 I 


2 


I 1 


I k 


0 I 


25. 0 I 


. 50.0 


I 25.0 


I l<i.3 


' 0 I 


0 I 


1 


I 2 


I 3 


0 I 


0 I 


3 3. 3 


I 66.7 


I 10.7 


.-\3 


7 . 


8 


10 


28 


10.7 


25.0 ■ 


28.6 


35.7 


' 100.0 



3.4 
3,8 

4.0 

4'. 7 
3.8 



sd 



1.6 
1.2 
.8 

1.3 
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6-e. . "Does that problem or need still eKist?" 



BLOG AOHN 
ELEM TCHR 
SEC TCHR 
OTHR 



YES 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



NO 



ROW 
TOTAL 









8 ] 
88.9 ] 


1 I 
11.1 I 


3U.6 


6 ] 
60.0 ] 


- I 
[ <t0.0 I 


10 
38.5 


2 ] 
50.0 ] 


: 2 I 
: 50.0 I 


k 

15. if 


3 . ] 
.10 0.0 ] 


[ 0 I 
[ 0 I 


, 3 
11.5 


19 
73.1 


7 

26.9 


26 
100.0 



6-f. '.'Would you want morer'training dealing with the same problem or. area?' 



ERIC 





lYES.. 


NO 


ROW 


^ 


A 1 

I „ 1 




TOTAL 

T 


• 

• 


I 9 


I ■ 0 


I ■.. 9 


BLOG AOHN 


I 10 0.0 


I '0 


I 3U.6 




I 9 


I 1 


I . 10 


ELEM TCHR 


I 90.0 


I 10. 0 


I 38.5 




I 2 


I 2 


I ■ k 


SEC TCHR 


I 50.0 


I 50'. 0 . 


I 15. h 




I 3 


I , 0 , 


J. '3 


OTHR 


i^ipo.K 


I 


I 11.5 


COLUMN 


23 


. 3 


26 


TOTAL 


88.5 


11. 5 

^ 


100.0 
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■6-g. • "Would you want more gaining in' some other area?". 



BL06 AOMN 
EtEM TCHR 
SEC TCHR 
OTHR 



vEs; 



NO 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



ROW" 
TOTAL 



9 I 


0 


I 9 


100.0 I 


0 


I, 3 6.0 


7 I 


3 


I 10 


70,0 I 


30. 0 


I VO.O 


3 I 


1 


I U 


75.0 I 


25.0 


I 16.0 


2 I 




I 2 


10 0.0 'I 


■0 


I 8.0 


21 




25 


8^.0 


16. 0 


100.0 



6-h. "Bate the extent to which you have implemented in your classroom 
the practices provided to you at the workshop, " 



BL,D6 AOMN 
ELEM TCHR 
SEC TCHR 
; OTHR 



2 

22.2 



0 
0 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



2 . 
8.0 



1 

25. 0 



1 

<». 0 



3 

33.3 



» 3 
33.3 



2 

50.0 



1 

33.3 



1 

33.3 



. 6 
2t».C 



10 



Implemented Imple- jlmplemente^lmplemente|lmplemente^ 

man-Y;^_,_.r all 

0 1 2 ' i I' 1 

22.2 I kk,'* I. 11.1. 



none ^^v. j 24E^^-IS^ -^$21^ 



3 

33.3 



■ 1 
25.0 



1 

33.3 



6 

2<».0 



ROW 
TOTAL 



. 9 
'36.0 

9 

36. 0 
k 

16. 0 

3 

12. 9 

25 
100. 0 
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"As a result of your'participation in the above workshop, are you 
more aware of related activities in your district?" 



« 


lYES 


NO 




ROW 










TOTAL 




I «^ 8 


I 


2 


I IC 


BLOG AOHN 


T 80 . fl 


I 2QI 


n 
u 


X w r • U 




X o 




C 


T in 

1 1 u 


ELFM TCHR 


I 80.0 


I 20, 


0 


I 37:.C 




I k 




0 


I k 


SEC TCHR 


I 100.0 




0 


I 11*. 8 




I 3 




0' 


I - 3 


OTHR -y^ 


I 10 0.1} 




0 


r 11.1 












COLUMN 


23 




k 


27 


TOTAL 


85.2 


1^. 


8 


100.0 



/ 

"Asa result of your participation in the 'above workshop, do you 
think communication between individuals has been facilitated?" 





lYES' 


NO 


ROW 
. TOTAL 

• X 


BLDG ADMN ': 


[ 8 . 
[ 80*3 


I 2 
I 20. 0 


I '" .10 
I 38.5 


ELEM TCHR 


[ 7 
[ 70.0 


I ^3 
I , 30. 0 


I .10 
I 38.5' 


SEC TCHR 


[ 3 
[ 100.0 ' 


I 0. 
I. • 0 


I 3 
I 11.5 


OTHR 


t 3' 
[ 100.0 


I 0 


I 3 
I 11.5 


. COLUHN 
TOTAL 


' 21 
8Q .8 


• 5 
19.2, 


26 
100.0 
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t 





\ 



^'Select one the workshops listed in item § 4 which you' helped plan 
a'nd write its name below* ^' [Answer the next six questions^as they - 
pertain to this workshop.^] . 



L 



1 


















,BLOG AOMN • 


I . • 2 
I 33.3 


I . 0 1 
I 0 • I 


16.- 7 I 


1 

16.7 




* 




EtEM TCHR 


I ^ 0" 
I 0 


I 0 1 

I " O.I 


0 I " 
-0 I 


. 0 
0 








SEC TCHR 


I . 8 

I • 0 

^ • 


* • 

I 0 1 
I 0 1 


0 ' I 
0 < I 


0 
0 


I (Continued below) • . 




* 


I - 0 

I 0 - 


I 2 1 
I 100.0 I 


\ I 
• 0 I 


0 
0 


»T \ 






, COLUMN^ 
TOTAL 


2 

■ 18.2 


2 

18. 2 


1 

•9.1 


1 

9.1 


t 












■ • 




c 




1 


I 

• 


J K 


L 


■I 

• 


ROW 
■ TOTAL 




f 


, BbLG ADMN - 


a 

0, 


I 11 
I 16.7 I. 


0 I 
0 I 


1 

16.7 


I , 6 
I 5^.5 


* 




ELEM TCHR 


1 ' 

50.0 


I • 11 
I 50.0 I 




0 
0 


1 2 
18.2 






,SEC TCHR 


0 • 
0 


I 0 1 
I • 0 I 


1' I 
lOQ.b I ■ 


0 

■ 0 


I 1' 
I 9.1 




0 


OTHR 


.Q * 

0 ^ 


r- § \ 


0 I' 
0 I- 


0 
0 


I - 2 
I '18.2 


/ 


« 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


1 

9.1 . 


2 

18.2 

4 


1 

9.1 


1 

r 9.1.. 


11 • 
100.0 

1 


9 


ERIC • 


^Nr- 
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7-a* "In which of the following areas did you' participate A planning?' 







— TTS 




YES ' 


NO 


Thru' Meetings ' 


•« 




Bld» Adm/ 


4 


. 3 




•57.1 


42.9 


Eiem. Tchr. 


2 


1 




- 66.7 


33.3 


Sec. Tchr. , 


1 


0 




100.1 


0 


Other - ' 


1 


0 


* 


100.0 


Q 


J.11LU. OLIllO UJ. L CXLl L. o 






R1 Aty A Am 

Dj.ag. i\ain. 


o 


1 




85 '7 




Elem. Tchr. 


, 2 


1 




, 66.7 


33.3 


Sec. Tchr. 


0 ■ 


1 




0 


100.0 


Other 


1 


0 




100.0 


0 



YES 



'NO 



Thru' Memorajxda 

Bldg. Adm. * 2 
, £.0 . u 


5 - 

7T A 


Elem. Tchr. ]. 

33. 3 


2 

66 7 


'fiec. Tchr. . 0 

U 


1 

lUU . u 


Other ^ 0 
.0 


1 

100.0 


Thru' Other Means, 

Bldg. Admin. 2 
28.6 


5 

71.4 


Elem. Tchr. 1 
33.3 


2 

66.7 


, Sec. Tchr. ^ 

0 


1 

100.0 j 


Other ■ 1 
50.0 


1 • 1 
50.0 



7-b. "To what extent was your input intorporated in the final plan?' 



BLOG AOMN 
ELEM TCHR 
SEC TCHR 
OTHR 



COLgMN. 
TOTAL 



0 

0 



0 
0 



1 

50.0 



1 

.8,3 



lAbout half? Mostly I Totally- 

0 1 I 3 

0 I 57,1 I '♦2,9 

— - I I • 

0 1 0 1,2' 

0 1 0 1 100,0 
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c. ' "Do you think^that thi^^type of planning is productive? 
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"As a result of this planning experience, are you better prepared 
to plan staff •development activities?" 
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"As, a result of these planning activities, ace you more aware 
of training activities conducted in your district?" ' 
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"As a res^ilt of these planning activities, do you think 
communication between educators across districts has been 
faciUtated?" 
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